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Students the Focus

Past, present, and
future are sl em.
bodirdin students.

Vo .
YO ——

te end as contained in the micans, The fact

that the talents a person has, tie opporlumllcs
‘n\c nnplications, expectations, is casy lo |gnorc,
or never learn. Yet as eyes arc made for sceing,
so is a person made for being and becoming.
Each life has a destiny. To ignore it is to mock
what night be. To pursue it is in some mcasure
to demonstrate human potential. Jt snay hill a long
life to do this. But the good who dic young may
alrcady have done so.

Universities exist 1o serve mankind, universal
mankind, directly and/or indircctly, each and
cvery onc. The primary purposc of universitic is
to inspire and guide students in the {ulfillment of
their individoal  destinies. Universilies ‘arc not
merely havens where scholars may warm them-
selves in an atmosphere of crudition, admire cach
other in dispiay of intellectual achievement, Such

“centrifugal enjoyments are goad, hut they lead

nowhere beyond themselves. Profound rescarchers
have their day, but it is a harren day if it ends
only on library shelves.

The life of tie intellect ought not to cind so.
Tt should he a march. Jt should move'on, beyond
itsclf and into the fulure. It should be timeless,
mshinct with past as well as preseat and supremely
with future. :

And past, present, and future arce all cn:bo:licd
e students, Students are the focus of the true
academic hie. Ttis tor them that universities exist.
Nnt to idnlze o coddle them, Their hves must
nat he centiifugal cither. They need to be qlincd
1 the joys of the life of the mind, as it has been
from the heginning, is now, ane ever <hal? he

Shall be, that is, i each gcnux:-lion_nl’ students
are truly thus awakened, poided, and dedicated-

tas bearers and excmplars of Ill(-'nx"hldi\'i(lllzﬂ por-

tions of tud jov into the years, the ages, to come.

“h

Editor, Improving College &
University Teaching, XXII, No 2
Spring 1974
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ABSTRACT

..J

Pollack, J. David. Criterion Referenced Evaluation of Administrators

and_Faculty~in Technicalenstitute and Comnmtunity Colleges.

‘ The primary purpose of this research 1s to develop teacher and admin-
istrator evaluation‘systems based upon specific measurable criteria. The
environment for the study was the North Carolina Technical Institute/Com-
munity College System: -(NCTI/QCS).'° |

The population for this research consisted of three groups found in

each of the individual institutiong of the NCCCS during the winter quarter,

' “1934-1975 school year. . - ' R

a. Students included all students in all institutional curricula who

were classified as full-time students by the iﬁdividual institutions.

b. Teachers® included those full-time persons of the institutions who

were primarily engaged in classrodm teaching.

c. Administrators included all full-time persons in positions in the

instirutions who were involved in thk supervisidn of classroom teachers and

those persons who although were not directly concerned with supervision of

- teachers, nevertheless had some responsibility bearing on the guccess or

failure of the teaching mission.

A;two-stage stratified systematic sample design was used in this study.
In thejfirst stage, institutions were drawn with equal probability from a
stratified listing. " In the second stage, ultimate sample units (students,
teachers and administrators) were drawn at a constant proportional rate from

stratified listings. In both stages, first selections were made randomly.

Sixteen institutions were selected from which a sample of 299 faculty-admin- .



istrators and '32'3 studerts were drawn. A questionnaire was develbped, test- '
ed and mailed to each sample unit. The findings were based on responses
from 181 students, 150 teacheré'and §2 administrators. |

It was found that generally attitudes of stqdents,'teachers and admin-
istrators toward evaluation were not very favorable. 'Teachers beld ﬁhe
lowest attitdde while the administrator attitude was the most favorable.
Administrator and student attitudes were significantly more favorable toward
evaluation than teachers. |

In determining and comparing attitudes about who should be included in
the evaluation processes it appeared that e;ch group belieied evaluation
Jof a teacher's effectivéness and/or an administrator's effectiveness should

not be the responsibility of any one source of evaluativé information or

L

group, but a combination of soutces. - . , - .

In deterﬁining and comparing attitudes as to how often evaluation should

be conducted by’the various sources, we find that teachers and administrators

are reasonably close in their thinking. The first gwo fesponses on the
five—cquon sources are in the same order for both groups.
In examiningeattitddes>as to when evaluation shouid be conducted, we

find that most teachers and administrators feelythis should be~detérmined

by the institution.

In determining and comparing attitudes on criﬁeria_for evaluation, we
find that teacherg‘and administrators are fairly close in their rankings 2
of both sets of criteria. We .also find that teachers and administrators

responded positively to all of the criteria ‘listed for both groups.

Cl
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INTRODUCTION
—~ w’

Purpose of Study

Instructional'quality and manggement abilit§ are functions of many

variables.’ One of these variables 18 the evaluation process used to

. .

‘assessAfaculty and administration performance. Most institutions:present-

‘

1y use some sort of rating system based upon a list of generalized traits

and dethods to evaluate faculty, .and many of the institutions use a ‘similar

N, <

list of generalized traits and methods to evaluate administration, also.

N i

" In both cases, the evaldation systems are too generalized and inflexible

J

to evaluate the performance of each teacher or administrator. The pri~
mary purpose of thisiresearch is to. develop €Eacher and administrator
¢

evaluation systems baéedtupon sgecifiq measurable criteria. This study

F

has fonr major objectives: ' . B
\
1. Suqvey a sample of'horth Carolina Technical Institute/Community

College administrators, teachers and students to determine. Cot L

-

- V. .
a. ,Their general attitudes toward evaluation.
b.- Who sh9uld be included in the evaluation of teachers and

. administrators.
' c. The criteria for evaluation of teachers and\admiuistrators..

d. When and, how often ‘teachers and administrators should be

L

evaluated " . .

v oe

= -+ 2.. Develop egaluation systems that will allow evaluat{on of faculty
-ou .' ) - . . . .
and administration based upon specific measurable criteria.

3. Field test both instruments in several institutions to assess
. R : - :
man-hours, determine weak points, strong points, etc.



*

4. Prepare and disseminatesa complete report of 2il findings to

all institutions in the North Carolina Community Coll>ge System.

Background Information

The guaranteed acquistion of basic skills by all of the citizens

1s the primary goal of education in the United States. "In principle the

. 4 . h .
American educational commitment has been that every student should have
N

access to an adequate education," but access to @&n education is not
enough. (23,2) "Each student has an inalienable right to be taugﬁt

what he needs to know in ordér to take a productive aud rewarding part

in our society."

_Traditionally education has espoused the notion;that teachérs-
are dispensers of knowledge and that students are the recipients.
This idea has merit but lacks at least two basic ingredients:

1. The fact that a téacher dispenses information 1s not evidence
in and of itself that a student,has\learned anything. A
2. Learning does not require the presence of a second person. (14,81)

In this. age of accountability emphasis'must.change from teaching

to, learning.- The oldVCOmmitqent of access to an education must be changed

to a.new commitment -~ that every'student shall learn. "(23,4) Most
students can master what we have to teach them; it is up to the instruc-

tor to find the means which will enable them to do it."

The teacher's role is prdbably the most important single factor in
the téaching-learning process. The teacher's psrfofmance in the class-

room will determiné-whether our schools meet, or fail to meet, the chal-

lenge of our times. (23,4) '"Rouche &tates, 'unless .there has been learn-

m s

.

ing, there.is no evidence that there has been teaching.

Pl

4 - .
. (o)
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The "age of accounfability" i3 a térm found constantly in‘to-
day's educational literature, but just what does acCountability mean?
.According to Webster's dictionary, a-countable means responsible and
responsible means accountable for one's behavior. (29,3) 1In educatic
circle.. . accountability simply means that educators, teachers and ad-
ministrators, should be held responsible for educatiénal outcomes -~ f

what the student learns. "It refers to the process of expecting each

Q
t

member éf an organization or a social system such as an educational in
stitution, to ;;swer to someone. for doing spécific things according to
‘specific pians; ag;inst égrtain time %ableSvto accomplish tangib..e per
formance results." (3,3) Both administra;ors and teachers are respo
eible for their perfbrmance,‘and it is in their interest as well as»th
students' interests that they be'held:accountable. The sole purpose
for the existance of the educational institution is the teaching-learn-
ing process; evérything else exists -~ or should exist -- to faéiiitate
this function. (23,5) |
"Wwithout accountabilitnyor results, educational practice is un-
verified, and go;d educétionai practice is not idéntified." ﬁ(23,4)
Specifically defined objectives, learning.techn;ques, and evaluation
’ aré all basictto accountability. For teachers, the most vélid criteria
for assessment of performanéé is student performance. Teachers can and

will be-held accountable for t'¢ suc-ess or lack of success of ‘heir

. students. (14,83) ,

Thus far instruction has received tge major emphasis, but admin-
o= '.

istrdtion is coming under increasing demands for accountability of per-

formsnce. Taxpayers, trustees, donors, and students have a right to

-

14
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~ expect more efficient management. With preseng economic conditions more .

} efficient managément of higher institutions is essential. Careful ex-

| ;ﬁination fo cost - effectiveness if not done internally, will be done
externally by the new experts working for legislatures andvgovernors.
(1.1,5)

"The role of administrator is changing from fund raiser and maintain-
er of status quo to one who must be interested in and certainly account-
able for the learning of students in his institution. The dollars spent,
‘hooks in the library, square footage of classroom space per student, or
Ph. D. -f:-s:;dent ratio will no longer be the criteria for good manage-

ment. Education is going to be held accountable for its educational

~output. (20,82)

Definition of Terms

An understanding of the key terms as applied to this research is
essential before any definitive statements concerning this research can -

be made. The terms used in this study are defined as follows:

a. Teacher effectiveness: - "the ability of a teacher to create a

meeting and an interaction between the physical, intellectual, and psy-
chological interests of the student and some given subject - matter
 content; the ability of the teacher to relate the learning activities

& to the developmental process of the learners and to their current needs

and interests." (11,86)

b. Administrator effectiveness: the extent to which the pe:form-

ance of the administrator produces satisfactory results through the
control, direction and management of the administrator; satisfactory

results ‘shall be judged in terms of the objectives of the activity.

5 -

.15.

2

~{



5

c. Evaluation: the process of ascertaining the value, through the
use of formal - structured instruments and/or procedures, of the persons

- responsible for administration and instruction in an institution.

d. Evaluative criteria: the standarde against which the admin-

istrator and/or teacher performance shall be measured.

e. Administrators: those persons in positions of control and

management of all matters pertaining to school éffairs, and those persons
in control and management of those aspects of administration directly
related to the instructiﬁnal proéess. They are primarily non-teaching
.pgrsons. (11,15)

| f. Classroom: includes all formal or structured instruction con-
d;;tgd‘in a”classroom, shop, or laboratory. |

g. Teachers: -all full-time persons at thé institution whose primary

funetion is classroom teachiﬁg.

h. Students: all students who are classified as full-time;by tue

individual institution.

Reseafch Limitations

As 1s the case with any research study, there are limitations to
the study. The first of three general limitations 1is that this study
was limited to‘admihistrators, teachers, and students of the NCTI/CCS;

therefore, the results will be most applicable to this system. Secor,
. ’ ./ N :
only full-time administrators, teachers, aqd'students were included in

this study. Part-time institutional personnel were excluded because

® P ]
time, money, and research personnel were insufficient to overcome the

©

. difficulties in compiling rosters of part-time personnel. ~The final

limiting factpr‘is change 6ver time. This study as conducted hay or

[N

16



may uot be representative of the system or any particular institution

at some quure'point ‘n time. (23,10)




REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE ON TEACHER EVALUATIdN

The Good Teacher

"After severil decades in attempts to analyze teaching affective-
ness, Professor.A, S. Barr 1s reported as saying.that_his.main contrib~
ution had been to find so many things that did not work." (25,25)

In the study of teacher effactiveness, the term ''good teacher" turns- out

» \
lative to teaching. Teaching effectiveness 1s not tied or related to

/
’

to be almost as vague and diffuse as the range of human experiencé‘re—

any single overall pattern of teacher conduct. Yet this "competencies"
approach, to teach the beginner to bevligé the ekpert, stili dominates
:in teacher education. However; research has Ehoﬁn that good teaéhing |
" 18 not a direct function of general traits and methoés,‘ In an exhaustive.
stud& on teaching procedqres, s%iils, and mekhodologx, Ryan; concluded'

that personal bharacteristics played the greatest role in teacher effect-

iveness. He was able to extract only three major dimensions of teaéher

béhabior: ‘ - ‘ ,
Pattern X Friéndly, understan&ing,-sympaphetic
Aloof, EgocentZic, restricted A
Patégfn Y . Responsibliz, systemic, businesslike
- vovs 7

Unplanned, slipshod

Pattern Z © Stimulating, imaginative, surgent
o ) vs "
v « Dull,.routine (25,26)
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In a similar study by the Center for Research and Developmer.t in
Higher Education at Berkeley, a list of the first eight characteristics

all fall into the X, Y, and Z patterns that Ryans found in his study. .

1. Dynamic--energetic person ) .80 A /
2. Explains clearly .78 § '

3. Interesting presentation - .76

4. Enjoys teaching ’ .74

5. . Has a genuine interest in students . .74

6. Friendly toward students 17

7. Encourages class discussions ‘ .70

8. Discusses other points of view .70 (18,24)

5

These® two studies and many others support the finding that it is,

CON

more what a person is than what he does that is important to the full
" development of his pupils. As a teacher, the most valuable and the most

" accessible tool which an instructor ean use is his own peréonality:
Teaching ig a highly personal matter, and the highly suc- '

cessful practit s ner of the art attains his eminence by being
the sort of person he is rather than by practicing a set of com-
petencies abstracted from the performance of 6ther master teachers.
An effective teacher 1s a unique human being who has learned to use
himself effectively and efficiently for carrying dut his own and ‘
society's purposes. This 'self as instrument concept' rejects the
concept’ of the teacher as a technician applying rather mechanically
the methods he has been taught. (25,26) ’ '

Just as different students learn different things in different
ways at different rates under different circumstances, so do differ-
ent teachers teach different things (or perhaps the same thing) in
different ways under different circumstances (or perhaps the same

circumstances). (20,88)

~

There are many styles and technigues of teaching. ' The sEyle that a par-
ticular teacher developes will depend on what he is teaching, his know- .

ledge of techniqueé, his own personality, and most important, how he wants

| his students to change-their behavior. Each teacher has his own style

which reflects what the teacher plans to say and what he plans to do in

or

order to say it. The teacher, like an artist, has‘to'dévelop certain

skills and iearn to use the various tools of the profession. ”
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-Msstery.ot~tﬁe skills and-tpolamof_hiaﬂ&;t.8fP“e§S?nFial‘izﬂbgqqminz_

an adept crafts%an or an expsrt teacher.. In addition to mastery, the
artist must have something to say. "Ths intent of any work of art is

to cause the beholdér to be somehow different from what he was before.

he beheld, and.so it is with teaching." (20,88) "The good teacher 1is
‘not the one who flunks 60 per cent of his students; rather he is the one
‘who says when students finish his course, 90 per cent of them can do the
things sought." (14,82) 1In other’words, the teacher wants his students °
to behave differently or do the things sought after completisg the course.
To bring about a change in Behabior,‘the teacher must develop a sian.

Dianne Peters calls this plan a "course design."
There are four essential elements in a course design or plan:

‘(1) The conceptual framework--Thé point of view or window through
which a teacher sees his subject matter and the student to

whom he ia going to teach 1it. -

(2) The statement of objectives--Objectives are the student's
building hlocks and should be written in behavioral outcomes.
Thus written, they underscore,what it is a student must do to
demonstrate that he ‘knows.

° :

(3) ‘Learning activities--Learning activities are the specific
_learning processes developed by the teacher to achieve the -
behavior sought. ‘Learning is individual, so there can be
-almost as many different kinds of learning activities as there
. » are students. . -

(%) Evaluations--Evaluations enable the student and the teacher to
know how far along each student is toward- achieving the ob~-

jectives. (20,89)

In developing his course désigﬁ the instructor .should ask himself

/
/

th+aa questions: (1) What is worth knowing? (2) What is this college's
"7 “purpose? and (3) Who are the students? ‘This last question has been:

overlooked far too long. Many instructors do not know or attempt to

.

- . know their -gtudents .as individual hdman beings, and therefore ‘cannot

-
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individualize their inmstructional techniques so that {ndividualized = -
learning takez place. A course design requires a lot of hard work.
Once it is complete and put on ‘paper, the teacher has the means to é¥
valuate what he does at hig fingertips. "Whenever an instructor takes.
pride in his course design, he has become accountable to himself as a.
professional." ﬁgo,90) Thus we see that se1f~eva1uation is basic to

the conce~c of accountability and that effective teaching needs a plan.

Who Should Evaluate? .

Teachiné ig too diverse and complex to be fairly evaluated by just

one source. = Séveral sources which could ne used are: * (1). -self-eval-

uation, (2) student evaluation, (3) peer evaluation, (4) alumni eval- -

uation, (5) evaluation by department heud<, (6) evaluation by admin-

—~ . R

istrators{_(7) ~eva1uation by outs}de consultants, and (8) evaluation

by_employers of students.

Self-Evaluation i

Self-evaluation ig more or less a continuous process, -but the use
of a systematic, well-planned self-evaluation is rare. (15, 35) Research
-
gtudtes on self-evaluation are few in number,. and those that are avail-
able are not conclusive. In a study conducted at the{Jacksonvilie ﬁaval
Air‘fechnical-Training school, a comparison of supervigor rating, student

-ratinE}\and self-ratings was made. A high degree of correlation was

found BetuEen the student and self-rating, but supervisorzs rating show-

' ed no correlatioh\pn the following measures; intelligence, level of
schooling, teaching experience, or desire to teach. Teachers'who expressed

N

a great desire to teach were rated superior by their students. In another




study, using fifty college teachers, teachers who were rated superior

showed more accuracy in their self-rating than those rated inferior. -

(17,27) 1In another study conducted by €entra only a modest correlation
(.21) was found between students' ratings and instructors' sélf-rating.
Although research indicates that many individuals constantly Pver—
rate or underrate theirlperformance, self-evaluation can be most mean- |
ingful to‘the teacher trying to improve this performance when compared‘
with other sources of evaluation. "The main advantage of a self-eval-
‘uation is that the employee knows best his goals; and, therefore, he
should best be able to judge the degree to which he is able to achieve
his goals." ‘(13,42) The teacheradas’a professional, should be account=-

able to himself. - "When a teacher éstablishes his won‘worth, he becomes

genuinely accountable ftr what he can become." (17,88)
- .
Student Evaluation .

The use of students as a source of evaluation}is not a new idea. .
Many standard forms, such as the Purdue;rating scale (overv30 years),
have been in euistence for several'decades. (17,35) The School of
Education at Oklahoma Kgricultural and Mechanical béllege was using stu-

dent evaluations as early as 1922. In one survey, in which 804 colleges
“ y
responded, slightly less than 40 per cent used student ratings regularly,

but the number of colleges using student evaluations is increasing all

the time. (23,23)

3

In ‘gpite of, the increasing nge of student evaluatfons, there are
many who still question the use of students as a source of evaluation.
Some still guestion the’ reliability and validity of student ratings, but -

the evidence for good reliability 18 clear and consistent. "The picture

zz
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of reliability over time is also consistent in that the ratings of aiunni

_correlate well with earlier ratings as students or with students cur-

" rently studying with the same professors."” (17,31) The evidence on the

validity of student evaluations 1s not- as numerous or conélusive as that
on reliability, but there are several studies (Creager, 1950; Hildebrand,

1971; Hc Keachie, 1971) which indicate that student evaluations are valid

procedures for assessing the quality of teaching. (17,32)

s

Some opponents feel that the complexity of the teaching-learning

I

process is just toowdifficult to capture by any get of words. But like

Tes

s0 many other ‘terms (love,. hate, empathy, etc. ) which are’ difficult

' to capture with words, these feelings are more successfully subject to

" by somebody does take place." (17,34). .

clinical treatment than to mystical_aspersions.v "The argument of com-
plexity, therefore, cannot. be considered aﬁequate justification for not
using student-rating forms,/especially because evaluation in some.torm
) >

Still cthers say‘*that students arve too immature to evaluate effect-
ive teaching. The immaturity agrument is a.carryover from an earlier
era when teacher-student relationships where more formal, but this con- .
cept is faulty on two counts: First, no consioeratign has been given
to°the students of today: Students in ouriday and time‘are pushed,intp
é5}1y intellectual and emotional natutityf bIn the°area.of testing per-

formance and reasoning ability the average student today may be as high

-

~as one standard deviation above tae average student of a generation ago.

Also, the fact that ‘the average age of puberty has been decreasing steadg'”

11y for mzny decades is a ﬁell documented fact. Weialsoiknow that the

'

amount sof education that a student receives has increased tremendously
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-over the past several decades. Today's students have had a great deal
of experience in evaluating and in being evaluated, and they are more
mature than past generations. Second, the immaturity position is based

upon the Egﬂhept of Teaching-as—felling, but teaching, as any teachér

-

knows, is much more than Jjust telling.

Although there are some who question the use of student evaluation,-
;ﬁost of those who have written on the subjectnconclude that students
can evaluate fairly and perceptively. (17,31) The individual student
knows best whether he is or is not learning, whether he can or cannot

understand, and whether he is stimulated to learn or. bored to death,

v

and as Howe points out,

We have the obvious fact that students do pay &or the instruct-

. ion they receive; they are not simply a necessary evil to be tol-
erated as a part of the educational endeavor, but are the purpose

of 1it. The opinions of those who eat the pudding certainly ought
* to be considered if we wish to know how the pudding tastes. (18,27)

Peer Evaluation

In one study on peer evaluation, 29.é per:cent of.tﬁe,junior colleges
responding used some sort of peer evalu;tion as one of the sources in
evaluating teaching éffecgiveness, but the use of this source of eval-
ua;ﬁqn is not widespré;d. (23,27) Evaluation by one's peers appe;rs
to be a very logical source of evaluation for several reasons. A fellow
_;employee who hés the same job .as another employee will possess more in-
depth knowledge of the requirements for-that job than any other individual.
He 1is als; in the best pbsition to offer a specigic, objective ana;ysis

of;atrengths'and weaknesses and to offer sper’ "ic suggestions, based

upon his own experience on the job, in overcoming any weakness that

.« " ) 3
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might be revealed. A group of peers posses a special type of friendship
- . _
apd this.makes the evdluation process less threatening, and'creates -

3

much more relaxed atmosphere. And of course, thé very fact that each

co-worker is tryiqg to help his fellow employee improve his performance

creates much higher morale amoung the entire employee“group. Ihere are

also several disadvantages in the use of peer evaluations.’ The peers” \

limited perspective of the tota&,operatioﬁ ﬁay result in the omission"
of some very important information. To.act as an evaluator without the

-authority.or responsibility puts the fellow worker in a very unfair po-

~

gition. The fact-that the evaluator is a member of the same group auto-

N

maticallypbias the aésessment. Another'problem-is the‘peer's‘evaluation

r

may not agree with that of the immediate supervisor who has’ to make )

,recommendations as to hiring. firing and promotion.? Peer evaluation

could also create resentment of a co-worker by the evaluatee if the re-~

) -~
-

sults are unfavorable, which in turn could .create intracgroo; conflict
as well. Finallx,Jthe expense of peer evaluations could be very high.

Research on peer evaluation isgvery 'limited, but several studies
vhich_have been made support the reliability and the ValidiCY'of~this

source of evaluation. (23,29) When used as part l .a totelfevaiuation

process, peer rating can be very he.pful in assessing teaching effective-~

ness.

Alumni Evaluation " v . B - .

-Alumni Aare older, more mature .and have job experience ‘that current
studente do not have and would seem to be a more logical and a more "valid
source of evaluation than currenq students. However, the,available Tre~

search does not support thig idea. - In one study'a very close relation-

2O
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+ ship was found between student-and alumni (within five years) ratings of
M ~ 9 - ) :
,t;é;hers. In anothér study between alumni‘(out ten or more years) and
student ratings the average ratings given to seventeen instructors were
r - - ES .
4 .

positiveI;)correlated. (23 3l) :
//lthough these two studies are not conclusive by any means, they
do Andicate that current students evaluate instructors as well as alumi
;who have been- out of school for quite soretime._ In view of this close
agreement between student and alumni evaIuations plus the procedural
problems and cost involved it appears there would be very little, if

»

_ any, real benefits from alumni evaluations.

LI

Hovever, te. exclude alumni evaluation from this st&dy on such meager \

evidence particularly in the junior/community college environment would

N r

not be reasonable. It could be of great value to the individual instruct-

or particularlv 1f useg as part ofua overall comprehensive evaluation

.« -

process. - .

0 . v . .

Yvaluation by Department Heads

The departmentlhead is directlv'responsible'fot'the dav-tg-day"
:production level of all the employees in hie department., His~training;;’
job experience, and job assignment put him in the best position to con~
duct evaluations of department members, and since he’ is responsible for -

the performance of his department, e must eva1uate if he is to be he1d

AN “ 1

accountable. His day-to-day,contacts with all department members puts
(o & . L ° . . -
him in the ‘best position to provi g va1id,;uqbiased comparative staff _

2

eva1uations, and since he is .respo >le for each employee's output his

evaluations will have the greatest impact on department personnel. Al-

Fe

26 -

though department heads should evaluate their subordinates, there are’



' Evaluation by Administrato;9~ \

-gram, it will be a véry, valuable source of,evaluation. ’

‘ evaluation proces

‘ - '" . 16
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aeveral~diaadvantages from this source. The department head's position

as supervisor created a type of interference to the evaluation process.

Another problemﬁia the fact that the department head in many cases haa'

notqtaught;in_the classroom for quite sometime, and may'not'be able to
produce. an ohjective evaluation based upon current knowledge or method-
oloéy. The supervisor also has the problem of determining what good |
production levels are _for the varioua tasks in his department.‘ It.1is
extremely.difficult for one individual to be,knowledgeable in the varioua
disciplines within,the department.' Finally, the department head' for
fear of morale problems, concern for his subordinate 5 welfare, cencern
about his own acceptance, or for a variety of similar reasons, ‘often

finds it very difficult to. call them as he sees them." “t3, 49)

Thia source of evalua?ion by iqgelf would not be fair to tée eva1-

‘ uator or the evaluatee, but when used as a part of a comprehenaive pro-

— 5. -

Adminiatrators, ( managers of the institution, are responaible

for the educational output, ;nd therefore, should be 1nvloved in Eﬁé
Just exactly what their role in the evaluation'
process should be is hard-to say. Some administrators havevnever‘had
any formal instructions in the methods of teaching and many of thoae

who have, have never taught in the claseroom. Also, the very nature }f B

many adminiatratora jobs is sa broad (such_ as the president) that it ;,

/

would ‘be extremely difficult'rdr ‘them to be directly involved in teacher

evaluation. On the other hand, some administrative positiona are very i:(_\

P

.narrqw'(such as the business manager) in scope and have:very little .direct

\ .



involvement with the teaching prdcess:

In spite of these drawbacks, we still have the obvious fact that

administrators are in charge of the institution; and therefore, should '

be. invloved in the evaluative process.

o

Evaluation by Outside Consultants w
This source of evaluation offers several advantages. Since he 1s

" outside the inscitution-and has nothing personallf‘at stake at the locel

ingtitution, his.evaluations will not'be baieed by local problems, etc.

The consultants brought in to evaluate are experts in their fields, and

as experts are up to date on the latest research findings and the most

successful evaluetion processes. Of course, the fact that the consult-

ants are ouéside the institution c;eates several disadvantages to“this

sourcehof evaldetion. The outside consultants pring with them their own

velue syetems and will tend to evaleate in terms of these values. An-

other factor is that items that are considered,important by local

?ersonnel may not be viewed as important by the consultants and may be

completely neglected. The biggest problem is that consultants are not

cheap and the cost to the local institution could be extremely high. (13.47)
In spite of these drawbacks, outside consultants could be a valuable

source of evaluation partieularly if used as part of a comprehensive

systqn. The frequent”use of outside consultants would be impractical

because of the high cost involved,ubZt once every three to four years

could prove. very valuable to tﬁe local institution. ’This source could

detect general trends,. serve as a qualfity control, check on the institu-

" tienal evaluation system, and provide a valuable source of information

- on new developments in.education.

28
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Evaluation by Emplayers of Former Students
Community-colleges and technical institutes are evaluated day in
and day out by members of the local community. Most of the people in

a community have an épfﬁion concerning the local institut%on, but only

a few have first hand knowledge of the educational output of the institu-

tion. These few with first hand knowledge are the emploiérs of former

students. As employers they know what qualificationé'and requirements

are needed for a particular fbb. When the employer hifes a-Btudent, he -

g

does so because of the qualifications that the institution says he has.

However, the student will not be judged on his qualifications; he will
. f .:

be judged by his perf mance on the job.

Since the employer is using a product of the institution, 'it seems

only logical to include him as a part of the evaluation proéess.‘ After

all, he1s in the best ﬁossible position to judge the employee's (student)

performance. In his judgement of the student, he also Judges the teacher
and the school, and his opinions are vital if quality education 1is to be
maintained. The employer's opinions, whether good or bad, will have a

tremendous effect upon the respect and prestige of the institution and

the individualyinsf;;ctor.
pu

Other Relevant Reviews of the Literature.

Aithough there is research material available onimbst of the above
sources, very little research has been done on the many possible com—
binations that could be used. One question about the sources which 1is

not answered by research 1s, what 1s 'the relative importance of the var-

. -
8

ious possibﬁe sources when used in several dif%erent combinations?

Although there is éome evidence on most of the above sources of

29
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evaluation which tend to éupport its reliability and validify, noné of
tﬁe available evidgnce on the above sources, with the possible exception
of studéht evaluation, is sdfficientvto conclude that it could be used

| as aolitary'sohrce of evaluation. (%8;36) This it would seem legds us
to the solution of'the'evaluation problem, and that is to use a combina-
tion pf sources. However, we.éﬁill hﬁie the most- important question to
answer: which sources of;evaluatibn sh;ﬁid:be includ;dé ’
The majority of those doing\reséarch on ebﬁluation éoﬁclude'that
some sort 3§ combination should be used, hqwevgr tneid#fficult ta§k of

deciding which groups to include and what their relative importance is

still has not been solved.’

v
-

In one study conducted on a combination of sources which was based
upon the reliability of‘each of the sources, it was found that much of
the time-and effort determining the reliabilifies of thé raters and
combining their ratings using differential weights was a waste of time.
Ei;mination of thé loweet rater did very little to improve the cqmposite
~reliability, eveﬂ‘ ere large differences in the reliabilities of the

raters existed. (18,37)

None of the ﬁ ailable sources of evaluaﬁibn, according to the re-
éeéréh are ver; useful when used as a solitary source of ewvaluation. ' .
This would suggest ithat some_sort of combinafidn'of sourées should be
used for the assessLent ﬁf teacﬁer'é classroom pgrformance. One of the
purposes of this re%earchis to establish the combination’of réters to'

be gsed'and tﬁe rel%tiyg importance of each to the evaluation process.

Since the majorify Jﬁ the'ééailable research is from the elémentary and

1 \
secondary levels and not at all conclusive, -the combination of raters

30
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and their relative importance will be based upon the perceptions of the

students, teachers, and administrators in the NCTI/CCS.

20
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REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE ON ADMINISTRATOR EVALUATION

The Good Administtafor

In the study of administrative effectiveness, we find a wide variety
of édministrafive positions with a wide variety of jobs to perform. <
Many of these positions are very narrow in scope, while others are very
broad in scope. Although éach édministrative position has a définite’job’
tn perform which 18 r«laced to the basic institut;onal mission,'there is
no common denominator, such as tﬁe studénf—teacher relationship, setﬁeen

-

administrative,pqsitions; Thus we find the term "good administrator" even

- more difficult to define the term "good teacher".
To many people the pdministrator should be an e&ubator; a teacher, an
expeft in instruétion;_t;%bfhers, hé should be adroit manager of the organ-
ization; to stilllothers; he should Sé a buﬁlié reiafiohé'ékﬁéiﬁ:W“1532)lv

<

*ih’éthe: words, the administrator must filla variety of rdles. The
good administraﬁdr'must be. aware of all the various roles he must play,

and he must develop a plan-of-action to insure continued personal and

proféasional growth in each of these roles.

In developing a'plan-of—action the administrator must ask himqélf
three questions: (1)» What is tﬁis school's purpose? All educational
programs exist in a larger context than their own specific boundafies,
but they all‘inte:act togéther in some fashion. The good administrator
is awarevof this context and just how his particular program fits into:

the larger context. (19,1) (2) What are the various roles for this |

administrative position? The good administrator will identify the various

32
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role§ of his“position, establish role priorities, and develop his plan-
of-acti§h accordingly. Failure tovdbiso will,;eéult in an.unbalancéd
&evelopment which will eventually;have a detrimental'effect on the ad- '
. N H
ministrator's overall effectiveness. (3) What are the internal(and;or
external constraints on this adminigtrative positioh? Constraints must
be considered in the development of perféfmance objectives; otherwise
the objectives m;y be unrealistic. A plan-of-act;oﬁ reduires a lot of

.
>

thought and hardwork, but once it is complete and put on paper, the ad-

ministrator has a map to success and a means of evaluating what he does

at his fingertips.

-

L . Who Should Evald;te?

Admin;stration like teaching'ig a very complex, diverse précess and
cannot be fairly evaluated ﬁypjuﬁi one source. Several sources which
could be used are: (1) éélf evaluation, (2) stu&enﬁ evaluation, (3)
peer (other gdministrators) évaluation, (45Aalumni evaluation, (5)‘;va1-
uation by administrator's sﬁaff, (6) evaluation by immediate supervisor,

(7) evaluation by teachers, (8) evaluation by outside consultants, énd

(9) ~evaluation by .lay residents.

' Self-Evaluation ' ' : R

Researéh on administrative self-evaluations 1is non-existant, but gelf- N
evaluation could prove lo be a very valuable source of iﬁformation.
After all, it is the individual administrator who best knows his goals,
and_it ié he who should best be able to judgé whether'hé ﬁas ar has not.

achieved his goals. Self-evaluation vhen used as a part of a comprehensive

—‘"*‘“m§?§féﬁ“éﬁﬁﬁla‘ééfVé"Eﬁ”ﬁ“VEIﬁab1e source for improvement of performﬁuceu

33




Student Evaluation . _ s .

All schoois exist, for and because aof the teaching-learningJprocess.
Administrators, although not directlybinvolved_in the teaching-learning
process, as managers of the school should be held accountable for the
achievement'or lack of achievement of the students attending their school.

Although the student—administrator re}ationship is not as involved
as the student-teacher relationship, it 1s nevertheless extremely import-
ant to the effectiveness of the individual administrator. Since‘adminis-
trators are responsible for institutional success (student achievement),

"they must solicit the opinions of the students concerning their (adminis-

~

trators) effectiveness.

E}

Students, because of their limited contact with administrators, will

have very 1itt1e to offer concerning actual job performance, but never~
theless, they will have opinions about the effectiveness of a given adminis-

trator. The good administrator wants to know how students view his ef- ‘

‘

fectiveness and actively seeks their opinions.
: , |

As mentioned earlier, the admihistrator has a variety.of roles to’
’play and certainly one of those roles is his relationship with students,
and therefore, studehts should be given consideration as a possible source
of“evaluation. | |

/‘ L
'

/ Peer (other administrators) Evaluation

Another role of the administrator is his relationship with other
administrators. As a part of the management of the institution the adminis-
trators relationship with other administrators is extremely important to

his effectiveness as an administrator.

JER s
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The administration must.fdﬁctibq'ﬁs.a‘clése knit tegm,if the imsti-
tutional objectives are ﬁo bg met. 'The‘individﬁal administfg}or must
" perform his job; and certainly one part'of-this job 18 to seek ways to
imPQOVe h;s‘performance. Other administrators, since they have similar
problems, cculd provide valuable insight to weaknesses in administratiVe
pefformance ;nd offer mahy'idéas from their own experience as to ways and

1 R

meane for imj.rovement.

Alumni Evaluation

Alumni as former students of the institution appear to be logital
‘sources of evaluative information. They are more mature, have jobs, and as

members of the community‘can‘have tremendous effect on the effectiveness

of the institution.

¢

Research on this source fo@md that a high correlation exisped betweén“ .oT
current students and alumni on teacher evaluation, and that very little
additional evidence if any would be'gained from this source. For this reason
it 1svfe1t very itttle value would be gained for administrative evaluation
ar well. Hdwe&er, since there 1s no evidence ayailable for this concluq;on,

alumni as a possible source of administrative evaluation has been included

in this cesearch study.

Evaluationsbyithe Administrator's Staff

3

An‘adﬁinistratbr's staff plays a very important role in the effective-
ness of the indfvidual administrator. Their performance is directly re-

“lated to their opinions and feelings toward their supervisor. Since the .

. administrator's staff has a great effect on the administrator's performance,
{

their opinions and feeling should certaialy be éolicite” as a part of the

—~

of the evaluation process. »
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The in&ividual sgaff membef.kno&s best whethér job assignments are fair,
"whether instfuctions are or are not cleaf, and whéﬁher he enjoys or hates
his job. The concerned administrator listens to his staff fo find out if
they are or are Aot satisfied and takes corrective action wheh problems
arise. Most staff members ‘will be fair, objective, and suggestive if they |
feel retaliation will not follow, and that their efforts;;ill produce
positive résdlts. Awareness of yhat is happening'in»;he;divfaibn'and~9f~
what areas, partiéularly personnel management, need improvement are the

results of Efgff evaluation.

14

Evaluation by Immediate Superﬁisors

The immediate supervisor 1is direcfly regponsible for the day-to-day"
_production level of all the employees (édministrators) iﬁ his department.
His training, job experience, and jcb assignmeﬂt‘put him.in the best
position to conduct ebaluatisns of department members, and since he is
res}onsiblevfor the performance of his department, he must‘ééaluate 1f he
is to be held accountable. Hi; coﬁtacts with all im&ediate subordinates
(administratorg) puts him in the best pésition to p;ovide valid,‘unbaised
comparatiye staff evaluations, and siﬁce he 18 responsible for each sub-

ordinate's output, his evaluations will have the greatest effect on de-

. 7 . .
partment personnel. Although immediate supervisors should evaluate their

The im?

A

subordinates, there are several disadvahtages from this source.
mediate supervisor's position creates altype of interference to the eval-
uation process. Another problem i1s the fact that the immediate super-

visor in ﬁany cases hag not been directly involved with this spgcific task for
quite somefime, and may not be able to producg anAobjeqtive evaluation

based upon current'knqwledge or methodolog§. The supervigor also had fhe
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problem of'determining what good production levels are for the various
tasks in his department, It/ig extremely difficult for one 1nd1;idual toé
be knowledgeable in the various diaciplineé within the department. Finaliy,
qhe immediate supervisor; for fear of.morale problems, concern for hia
éubordinate's welfare, concern about his own acceptance, or for a variety
of similar reasons, often finds it very difficult to "call tﬁem as he sees
them."

This;aource of evaluation by itself would not be fair to the eval-

uator or the evaluatee, but when used as a part of a comprehensive pro-

gram, it will be a very valuable source of evaluation. . .

-

Evaluation by Teachers .

One of the most important aspectsbof the administrator's effective;
ness 1s his relationship with the te.chers. The administrators, as managers
of .the insgitution, determine institutipnal policies, who will be hired,
what salaries will he paid, who will be fired, etc., and as a result have a
tremendous influence on teachers.: The opinions that teachers hold toward

the administrator are extremely important to his effectiveness as an ad-

ministra'tor. The good administrator is aware of this fact and actively

seeks the opiniona”bfzféachefgré;ncerning his effectiveness.

The administrator-teacher relationship is extremely 1mportantlto the
.1nstitution. Dissention between the two groups or individuals of the two
g%oups must not be allowed to continue. Administrators must listen to

teachers and actively seek their opinions 1if they are going to be effective

as administrators. I
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~Evaluation by OutsidefConsultants
This source of evaluation offers several advantages. Since he 18
outside the institution and haa nothing personally at stake at the local
institution,‘his evaluations will not be baised by local problems, etc.
The consultants brought in to evaluate are experts in their fields, and P
as ekperts are up to date on the latest research findings and the most
successful evaluation. The outside consultants bring with them their own
‘value systems and will tend to evaluate in terms of these values. Another
factor is that items that are considered important by local personnelimay
not be viewed as important by the consultantsﬂand may be completely neg-
lected. The biggest prohlem is that-consultants are not cheap and the cost
to the local institution could he_extremely high. . ' -
Inspite of these drawbacks, outside consultants could be a‘valuable
source of evaluation particularly 1if used»as part of a comprehensive system.
The frequent use of outside consultants would be_impractical-because of the
high cost involved, but once every three to four vears could . prove very
valuable to the local institution. This source could det%ct general trends,

serve as a quality control check on the institutional evaluation system,

and provide a valuable source of information on new developments in education.

Evaluation by Lay Residents

The community college/technical institute by definition 1is considered

to be a part of the local town,‘county, or area in which 1t is located.
Institu® .onal programs are built on' the needs and wants of the local com-
munity. The .large variety o§ courses that are offered allow participation

by practically all of the local adult members.
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Although the vast majority of the ioéal members have very little
direct contaet with the lqcal‘institution, most of these'people have‘an
opinion or opinions about the instPution. Thesevopinions‘may be based
on'hearsay, but whatever the basis, the opinions of the lay residents will
have some effect on the loecal institution. |

-Lay residents should certainly be included as a_source of institutionf
al evaluation, however, they dp not appear to be a good source for evaluation
of individual administrators. Mdést lay residents identify with the in-.
stitution as a whole, not with individual administrators or teachers. Those
who know the institution through personal contact are so few in number that
it would be extremely hard to come up with a reliable, valid evaluation.

The one position that might benefit from lay resident evaluation is

the president, since many lay residents identify the institution and

president very closely. However, ad a part of a total comprehensive

IS

source of -administrative evaluation, lay residents do not appear to be a good

‘

choice. Research on this souzcé is non-existent, and because of the

lack of information, evaluation by lay residents has been included in this

research study.

Other Relevant Reviews of the Literature

Administrator evaluation ig a subject that has received very little

tention thus far. Most of the availgble resesrch,is on .sources and

combinations of sourtes for teacher evaluation. However, the same ques— ?

.

tions that exist in teacher evaluation, also exist in administrator eval-

uation. .
- 39
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The reliability and validity of the various sources of administrator

‘(/ evaluation have not been established by rese;rch,‘nov has.any conclugive
" research been done on the various p%aaiblé combination of éoﬁrceé.b How- -

ever, most of those who have done research in this afea, feel tﬁat some

sort of combination of sgources Qould-prbvide é better evaluation process

"thar. the use of a single source of evaluation. (17,77)
For thia‘reaGOn adminiatratore'and.teach;ra'ih the NCTI/CCé have

been aolicited for their opinions as to 'which sources of evaluatioh should

)

be included and the relative importance of each source.to administrative °

evaluation.
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RESEARCH DESIGN " ' ‘
v - .

Introduction

The design of this research was influenced by the fact that it
was conducted in part, 1in coeperation wlth a doctoral dissertation proj-
ect submitted by Mr. Arlie R. Smith to the Graduate Faculty of North
Carolina State University at Raleigh The title of his dissertation
"Student, Teacher and Administrator Attitudes Related to Evaluation
of the Classroom Effectiveness of Community College Teachers ’ and was
under the direction of Dr. J. Conrad Glass, Jr. of North Carolina State

University. The principal areas of cooperation were in definition of the

population, sample desién and selection$ instrumentation, and data coll&c-l

.

tion including editing, codingy and tabulation. The analyses, interpre-
tation and reporting of results were treated as separate functions i‘

order to accomplish the objectives of each of the two original projects.
The decision to cooperate was based on the fact that a combinatiog/of

resources would permit doubling the originally planned sample syée, and
it was believed that better results would be achieved from one/combined
questionnaire than two individual questionnaires, on basically the same

material, sent out at separate but approximateﬁy the same time.

Sample Design and Selection

I

r

The sample design and selection for this research were recommended

-

by Mr.-Robert G. Templin, Jr., Research Consultant, retained for this
i

purpose. The following description of the sample design and selection
-‘; . - ) . ;’

- 11

'
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has been adapted from Templin's report with only minor modificationé.

Sample Design

As in most instances of educational research employing a survey
research desién, it is not possible to collect data from every respond-

ent relevant to this study but only from-sqme fractional part of all the

possible respondents. !

The sample design for this study is a two-stage stratified sysfem—

atic sample. For reasons described below, this'particular design was

.

considered to be the most appropriate after careful consideration of
several alternative designs including simple random, stmatified, and

other multi-stageq systematic designes.

As the word "systematic" implies, the éelection of-samplfhg units
involves a progressioh through the sampling frame selection every Kth
sampling unit, starting with a randgm selection of the fi;st anit. This
design\was selected for its prope~ty of distriburing the sample more
uniformly over the éntire population while producing a’relatively bias-
free and random-hased process of selection.' (2,514) Snedécor and Cochran
notelthét "systematic sampling”.often gives ﬁ&ré accurate results that
simple random sampling. (24,519) -

The universe from which-hhe samﬁle wég drawp was defiged as all full-
timm grudents, teachers, ;nd administrators enrolled or employed in the
NCTL/ZLS durink the winter quarter, 1974-75. Based oﬁ estimates of re-
nsourqeé availasble to conduct the survey, the statistical tests to be
employed, and the assumption that institutions were relaté;ely homoge-

neous while institutional populations were comparatively heterogengoué

with regard to.critical varible characteristics,(16,52) 1t was deter-

3
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. mined that optiyum sample size should consist of sixteen 1ﬁetituti§ns
in the first stage andbtwo sub-samples (one of faculty an& adminiét;ators,
and the other of students) of three hundred eaeh'for a tptal of six
hundred participants in the second stage.

Having defined the sémple uniyerse, the primary sampling units in
the first stage (institution), arfd the ultimate gampling units in.;hé
second stage (faculty~administrators and students), the first stage sam~
pling frame (the collection of primary sampling units which may be un-
ambiguously defined and indentified) was completed using data on insti-
tutional characteristics supplied by the North Carolina bepartment of
Community Colleges. |

To establish confidence in the unbiased nature of the selection
process and to prevent the systematic cycle from possiblly cbinciding
with periodic variations or wave lengrhs disfributed within the first
stage sambling ffame, two safeguards were added to the design: strat-
1ficat19n dimensions and a two-sample sélection. |

Stratification dimensions were added to as ‘ure that the sample would\“\
be representative of the population in térms of the critical factofa-
of this research and té assh;e an adequate number of cases for subgroup
anaiysis. (3,&21) On the basis of projections of institutional size,
institutions were stratified-by size of student enrollment on. the sampling
frame; Using the concept of 'paper zomes," (7,167) four equal size
stréta were created. w1;ﬁin each of. these strata, institutions were
further stratified by type of institution (community college or technical

institute). The resulting first stage sampling frame is shown in Table 1.
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TABLE

.]"

INSTITUELONAL SAMPLING FRALE AND SMMPLE SELECTION

s

Projected Population
InsEitution : ~1 Saple 1 | Sample 2
Faculty | Administrators | Students
Paper Zone 1 | ” : J//,/”’
1, Central Piedmont Community College 376 06 | 3865 /-
2, Davidson County Commurity College : ) XN V)X
3, Wayne Community College 103 21 1194
b, Gaston College ) 9% A 1119
5, Sandhills Community College 85 23 1027
6. Southeastern Community College 65 21 1018
7. Coastal Carolina Community College 56 23 958
8, Fayetteville Technical Institute 110 3l 1633
9, Cleveland County Technical Institute 37 17 1431
10, Guilford Technical Institute 97 3 1114
11, Forsyth Technical Institute B3 23 - 1047
12, Wake Technical Institute ' ] 2 1010-
13, Rowan Technical Institute , - - 52 21 977
14, Durham Technical Institute 68 Al 970
Paper Zone 2 T o
15, Lenoir Community College 97 i 939
16, Wilkes Conmunity College 75 2 126
17, College of the Albemarle 32 17 673
18, Rockinghan Community College - 65 2 660
19, Surry Comunity-College 48 17 650
20, Vestern Piednont Community College 53 2 613
21, Asheville-Bunconbe Technical Institute | 77 - 865
- continued
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 THBLE Le-Continied

Projected -Pépulation

| Institution , Semple 1 | Sample 2
I | Faculty [ Administrators | Students :
Paper Zone 2--Continued
22, Catawba Valley Technical Institute 63 2 8l -
23, Central Carolina Technical Institute 50 il 197
. 2, Pitt Technical Institute 54 2 T8
25, Cape Fear Techrucal Institute 59 ) T -
26, Haywood Technical Institute 3 17 639
21, Technical Institute of Alanance 58 ) R B 5 |
28, Piednont Technical Institute 3 Y. 396
Paper Zone 3 ' |
29, Mitchell Community College 3 SN I
X. Caldvell Comunity College and Tech Inst | 42 mo
31, Isothermal- Gonmanity- Cotlege- % N R N | S B 491
32, Craven Community College b2 17 i’
33, Richmond Technical Institute 3 17 23
3, Wilson County Technical Institute b 17 JX
.35, Carteret Technical Institute 3l 13 497
36, Halifax County Technical Institute 29 13 460
31, Robeson Technical Institute 53 11 459
38, Sampson Technical Institute 26 . 13 434
-~ 39, Mayland Technical Institute 2 12 433
40, Martin Technical Institute 2 12 419
41, Randolph Technical Institute 28 13 bl4
* 42, Beaufort Technical Institute 3 no

continued

v
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TABLE 1--Continued
Projected Population '
Institution . . - Sample 1 { Sample 2
Faculty | Administrators | Students
Paper Zone 4 v
43; Vance-Granville Technical Institute 23 12 403
44, Johnston Technical Institute 35 17 392
45. Edgecombe Technigal Institute 28 17 383
46, Blue Ridge Technical Institute 22 13 364 /
47, James Sprunt Institute : 31 13 343
.48, Southwestern Technical Institute 30 13 316
49, Tri-County Technical Institute 39 17 316
50, Nash Technical Institute 24 12 266
51. Roanoke-Chowan Technical Institute 27 13 238 ..
52. Anson Technical Institute ' 15 10 213
53. Stanley Technical Institute 25 13 203
54, McDowell Technical Imstitute 15 10 197
55. Montgomery Technical Institute 12 1o 188
~ 56, Bladen Téchnical Ynstitute ~ Tl 1912 128
57, Pamlico Technical Institute 7 9 49

49
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 Instead of making.a single systematic draw resulting in a first
stage sample of sixteen institutions, it was decided to make two separate

sample selections to reduce the chance coincidence with peribdic vari-

n

ation on the sampling frame. In addition, the adopted two-sample design

offered tﬁg attractive feature that either one of the samples could

have been used to the exclusion of the other without completdly destroy¥

'ing. the integrity of the sample design and selection if resources had

¥

required a reduction of overall saﬁple size. .

_ihe second stage sampling frame consisted of two tesés }one of
full-tiﬁé faculty and administrators and the secoﬁd of full-time students)
for each institution selected f;om the-first stagé samplé d;aw. The. '

faculty-administrator sampling frame was stratified by facglty-adminis-

trator dimensions with faculty further stratified by teaching curriculum

,(occupational faculty including both vogationai and technical teachers,

college transfer, and general education)., The facuylty was not stratified -
into vocational and technical curricula because of the several institu-
tions which were unable to clearly distinguish between the two. The

/ . .

student sampling frame waé also stratified by curriculum (technical,

a

-

vocaﬁiongl,'college'transfer, general educatioﬂ, and special education).

The consequencg.qf this design was that at each of the sample institu-
tions there were two .listing: one containing all full-time faculty and

administrators, and the other containing all full-time stydents; each of

these listings was stratified; and ope sub-sample from each listing was

n

dtawn,°resu1ting in a total of thirty-two sampling frames and sdﬁple_v

selections for the research project during the second stage.

50 o



Sample Selection : -,

Inasmuch as this research had the dual objectives of studying fac-
ulty and administrators-on the one hand and students an the other, the
only feasible technique ‘for yielding the sample sizes desired while

maintaining a sample design which accorded equitability of selection

- v

was that of drawing the primaryvsampling units yith‘equal probability and
the ultimate sampling units at a constant proportional rate. To approx-
imate the attainment of desired sample sizes, the sampfe proportions
employed for the second stage were 30 percent for the faculty-adminis-
trator sub-sample and 3 percentffor the student sub-sample.

Implementing the sample design, the first stage sample of institutions

"

\Qas selected through twofseparate systematic draws of eight institutions
each, using the sampling ratio )

A 7
M = 1sc,

ny
vhere Ny %as the primary sampling unit population (57), n, was the desired
first stage\sample size (8), and ISG was the "Institutional Sampling

" (7 129). For the first sample, the number "8" was randomly selected

4

from a table of random digits and identified on the. sampling frame.
The by a systematic process of . adding the ISG to "8" and each subsequer®

nugpber, the sevexn remaining institutions were selected. The second

\ v
1

institutional gample of*eight was selected in the same manner ‘starting

with the random selectionyof the number "17".

A modification had to be made to the listing of the first sampled draw;

because one of tne institutions\selected declined to participate in the
study. The‘replacement selection;was made by first'restricting the random

.

selection to technical institutes not already selected into either of the.

" o1



two institutional samples, but which were in the same strata as the

' declining institution. Under “this criterion five institutions were

&4
available as replacements, and were numbered consecutively prior to the

»

. random selection. The - .cond institution selected as a replacement also

decided not to participate, and the process was repeated. The third

,~‘."

institution selected by this process agreed to participate.
The second stage of the sample selection involved the indentification.
of three sub-samples of ultimate sample units: full-time teaching fac-

‘ulty, administrators and students. A complete listing of all full-time

" faculty, administrators and students was obtained from each of the six-

teen institution selected for inclusion in the sample. After the lists were_

’

purged of all unqualified or duplicate names, a list was prepargd of

~

the f. . . :-dering them by program, 1i.e., occupational including ‘tech-

nical and vocational, coliege transfer, and. general, and alphabetical

within each of the programs. On the administrator list, the names were
: .2

reordered alphabetically and added to the end of the faculty listing.
- Once this single list was constructed,‘containing dccup tional facultﬁ,
‘transfer faculty, -general faculty and administrators, ‘it was numbéred

consecutively beginning with number "1" with the first occupational fac-
q

ulty member through the last administrator. The sample units were then
- 2

selected, using the sampling ratio.

Nfa . Fasg, |

..
Nt

where Nfa was’the total number of faculty and administrators pn the list, _
nfa was the desired sample size determined by multiplying the sample

Aproportion, which was a.constant 30 percent for faculty and administrators,

times Nfa,tthe total number of.faculty and administrators on the list,
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.and FASG was tHe "Faculty-Administrator Sampling Gap." At this time

a number was selected from a table of random digits ‘and located on the

et
<

faculty-administrator listing and became the first unit in this aample

unit, Then, the FASG was added to- thts number and each subsequent number

.

until it was done ng, times.

_ , The same procedure was essentially followed‘for the student sample.
The listings were ordered by technical, vocational, college transfer,f
general education, and special credit students and alphabeti!ally within
each group. After numbering the total list consecutivély,/the sample

was selected using the sampling ratio

03 Ns

.ns

= 886G, .- . :

()

where N' was the total number of students on the list, ng was the desired'

4

sample size determined by multiplying the sample proportion, which was

a constant 3 petcent for students, times Ng ) the“total number of gtudents

"on the list, and ‘SSG was the "Stuhent Sampling Gap. The results of both
P T . ‘ PP
eelection processes are shown by institution in Table 2.

<

Limitations T ) ' v

. As 1in the ,case of any scientific sampling, there are limjtations
. . o . - i

) to tﬂl design and. procedures used. The first of three general limitations

-

wae'that to'the-degree the'assumption regarding the homogeneity of in-

"stitutions and the heterogeneity of faculty, administrators and students .

-

-was false, we cduld-expect the larger‘will be the sampling error. (16,52)
: Secong,vwhile the first stage sampling frame was limited to gwo

stratification dimensions (institutional size and type) and thus result-

ed in a more than adequate distribution of these dimensions 4n the sample,

- 1t could not be atratified any furzﬁer. The consequence of this limited
Yﬂ)
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stratification is that some genographical clustering occurred with ur-
ban institutions noticeably absent. To the extent that these dimensigns
are related to the variables under investigation in this study, the

larger will be the sampling error.
Third, ;he actual sample size achieved during the selection process
varied somewhat from the desired sample gize since deta on which sample
calculations were based were populatiop projections made on the mest
recent data available from the Department of Community Colleges. The
variability between the desired and the actual sample sizes, however,
was.minimal and should have no effect on the intergrity of the research
/"dgsign.
Finally, thelnecessity-to replece one of the institutions originally
. ‘ ; ‘

selected into the sample must be recognized as a possible source of

bias or the research results.

Instrumentation

The instrument designe& and used for the collection of data in this
/ . research is a combined questionnaire encompassing the data essential for
accomplishment of the objectlves of both research studies. The design

of this research required that certain demographic data be .collected

14 N

from studenés, teachers and administrators, as well as infornétion on
attitutdes of the. groups regarding the evaluation of the effectiveness
of teachers in the classroom and the effectiveness of the administrator__
on the job. A copy ofﬁtheicombined questionnaire is enclosed as Appendix
A. The priﬁary impact on the combined questionnaire was the increase.in

length. Considerable effort was made to keep the instrument as brief

as possible. All questions designed and included to collect data re-

D0




levant to Smith's study were also determined to be useful to thia re-
search study.: Clarificétion of questions occurs in the discussion of
thé questionnaire. .

Tﬁe questionnaire consisted of seven sections. The first gection
proQided brief general instructions for completion of the qUestionnairé.
The secon@'aecﬁion included the stﬁ&y's definitions of teacﬁér effect-
Yveness and evaluation, whiéh were considered neeessary to the reépond-

ent in completing the questionnaire.
-~

The third section was designed to obtain demographic information
pertinent to the study, to include current status,(i.e., students, teacher
or administrator), sex, ége, and tenure in their current status (for
administrater and teachers onlyi which included totalvfime in similar .
positicns within the NCT;/CCS.

Ti.. fourth section was designed to collect data on the attitude
related to the ge&efal hypothesis. that teaéhers and adﬁinistrators are
mot;vated to a better performance by evaluation. This portion of the
questionnalire was adapted. from én instrument developed by Wagoner and -
O'Hanlon for use in their study of teacher attitudes toward eQaluation. (23,7.

" The adaptation involved minor rewording of some of the individual questions
to remove the teacher directed posture of the questions and make them
applicabie for cbllecting the attitude of students and administrators
as well. 1In an effort to obtain a ﬁore valid méasurement of thelréspénd—
ent's attitude toward evaluation, seven questioné were used rather than
Just one, and they were constructed to obtain from the respondent a re-.
spondent a rsponse on his/her attitude about evaluation as it applies

to others, as well as to himself. 7he quéstions, as constructed, were

87
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also designed to obtain data on present and ideal evaluation practices.
This questionnaire was originally developed through the use of ; panel

~  of experts and was tested in a small pilot sfudy. There are ‘two possible
responses to each of the questions: "Yes,.in most cases' and '""No, in
most cases." 'Yes" responses were assigned a value of "2" and "no" responses
a vélue of "1." On.this bésis, a score was determined for each respond-
ent; "14" indicat .g the most favorable attitude toward evaluation and
"7" the least fayorable. (23,71)"

The design of the next section (Section V) of the questionnairerwag
based on the need for data %ﬁ the attitudes of students, teachers and
administrators as.co the:relative importance of the various posgible
sources of evaluative informafion on teacher's and administrator's job
effectiveness. The sources under consideration for this §tudy‘were -
self, ﬁeer, studeﬁt, administrator, alumni, department head (immediate
supery%sor), outside consultants, and employers of fprmer students.
Participants were asked to rate the importance of each of the sources
by checking ore of five descriptive scales: (1) Absolutely should not
be included, (2) Probably should not be included, (3) Maybe (Inclusion
depends on local circumstances that differ Bétween institution), (4)
Probably should be included, and (5) Absolutely essential. For the
purpose of the statistical analysis the responses were assigned values
of one to five, commencing with one for the most negative response.

The sixch sectioﬂ was designed to collect_daté-on.the attitu&es of
teachers and administrators as to how often and when evaluation of teachers
and administratorg should be conducted by each source. On question

"R", participants were asked to designate how often evaluation should

58
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be conducted by placing the number of their response in the box provided
by each'source: (1) once/quarter, (2) once‘every other duarter, (3)
once/course, (4) twice/course, (5) twice/year, (6) once/year, (7) once/

2 years, (8) once/3 years, (9) once/4 years, and (10) not at.all.' On
question "é"_par:icipants weré asked to designate when evalqation should
be conducted by placing the nﬁmber of their response in the box provided
by each source: (1) within time periods established by‘each institution,
(2) at a time specified by the evalﬁated, (3) at a time specified by the
evaluator(s), (4) at an unannounced time, (5) all of the previous state-
ments, (6) statements 2, 3, and 4, and (7) ﬁever.

The seventh and fingl section was designed to determine the criteria
for evaluation and the felative importance of each of the criteria as
perceived by teachers andvadministrators. On quastion "T", teachers aud

Vadministrators were asked to rate the impoitavi~e of each of the criteria
relative to teacher evaluetion by checki~g one of six descriptive scales:
(1) poor idea, (2) maybe, .(3) good idea, (4) should do, (5) must do, and
(X=6) eliminate. _For the purpcre of computer ana ysis, the responseé
were aséigned values ¢f 0 - 5, commencing with zero as the mest negative

responseé. On question "U", teachers and administrators were asked to rate

the importance of each of the criteria relative to administrator eval-
uation by checking oue of six ﬁescriptive scales. The descriptive scales

and the computér analysis prbcéss were exactly the same as those used

(]
-

in qdestion B
The survey instrumert was pretested for clarity and interpcetive

quality in order to .increase the accuracy and thoroughness of response

information. . This pretest was accomplished with a group of sirty-seven

29
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stﬁ@ents, twenty~four teachers and ten administrators at Carteret Tech~
nical Institute, Morehead City, North Cérolina, an 1nstitutidn in the
NCTI/CCS. This institution was not selected into the sample of this study.
The selection of the participants was not made by a random method or

any other.séientific procedure. A tabulation was made of the results

of this preteé; and where it appeared"tﬁere was some misundefétanding of

a question, appropriate modifications were made. Imppo&ements were

made in.cases where questions were not answered or were answered inéom—

pletely, as well as in those cases where it appeared that the respondents -

' . misunderstood the intent of the question. ~In addition, recommendations

of the researcher's advisory committee were used as a basis for refine-

ments of the questionnaire.

Collection and Coding of Data

After des;gn and construction of the saﬁple and develqpment of the
survey instrument, the data were collected by mail daring February and
March;_1975.' The questionnaires were attached to cover lettérs explain~
ing the purpose of the research.and soliciting the cooperation of the
respondents in careful and prompt compleﬁion and fetufn of the request-
ed information. This initial mailing was made 31 January, 1975 to stu-

dents, teachers and administrators from fifteen of the sixteen instit-—

-utions selected in the sampie (institutions 02 through 16 in Tablé 2).

A copy of the cover letter is enclosed aé Appendix 'B. 1In add;tion to

the cover-letter and queétionnaire, a se1f~addréssed, stamped envelqpe

was enclosed for :étﬁrn mailing. Two weeks after thé initial mailing

(15 February, 1975), a follow-up letter was sent to all students, teachers
4

and administrators at the same institutions to which the initial mail=

ing had been made. A copy of this letter is enclosed as Appendix C.

6N
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a
This mailing also inciude& a queetionnairé and a self-addressed, stamped
envelope for ieturn mailing. wai,r’ | |

* The initial mailing was not made to the sixﬁeenth institﬁtion unﬁil
15 February, 1975 due to the necessity to suhstitute for one of the :

et e et

Technical Institutes who declined to participane. ,The follow~up mailing
was made to this institution on 28, February, 1975.

As shown in Table 2, the mailing was made to a sample of 323 students
and 299 faculty—adminiatrators‘for a total sample mailing of 622. A
total of 181 student responses were received for a response of 56 per
cent. The faculty-administrator response rate was 86;9 bgr cent on 242
responses. The faculty-administrator sample uniﬁlrgsponse consiste&‘ofv»
150 faculty an& 92 ;dmiﬁistrator responses. The overali‘respoésé rate
was 68 per cent on 423 responses. Responses received after 7 April,‘l975
were not used. ‘

During the period 15 March to é)April, 1975, the returnéd question~-
_naires were reviewed and prepared for coding. Those reflectihg unusable
data (those primérily'using.incor;ecq res;onse scales §r infeﬁpreting
the resépnséﬁecales incorrectly) were discarded. They were noi included
in the response rates cited above. In addition, during this pé;iod de-
~cisions were made as to the format for afranging the data on coﬁputer
cardsvand a éode manual was prepared for use in keypunchigg,.programming
and analyzing the data. The qyestionnaires were delivered‘rc 2 commer-
cial keypunch firm for keypunching on 7 April,  1975. To maximize?accuracy
in the coding érocess, ;il cards were verified during the keypgncﬁ op-

eration, and an accuracy check was made from a computer iisting of all

data recorded on the computer cards.

61 -
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ANALYSES AND INTERPRETATIONS

Characteristics of Respondents
;his section describes some of the éharacteristics ﬁf the respond-
ents by sample uniti i. é:; stﬁdent, teachers and administrators. The
characteristics presented include éhqse that were considered independent

variables in this research.

Student Characteristics

Relevant characteristics of students include sex, age, type of

program and type of institution. These characteristics are depicted

in Table 3.
TABLE 3
STUDENT RESPONDENT CHARACTERISTICS
Characteristic Number of ‘ Percent
) Respondents -
Sex .
Male ¢ 121 67
Female . 60 - ' 33
Total 181 . 100
Age Gioug v
Under 30 :ars 138 : 76
'30-40 yea:r . 24 : ) 13
Over 40 -years 19 11
Total 181 . 100
' - ) P
Type of‘Program _ . e . _ -
College Transfer 48 . 26
"General Education .. 5 . 3
Technical . E 90 50
'Vocational o 31 17
"Other : i 7 T4
Total : 181 : 100
Type of Institution
Community College 67 - 37
Technical Institute 114 63
Total 18. lo0
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Teacher Chai'acteri stics

Relevant characterlgticsh of teachers include sex, age, tenure, type
of degree, type of program, and tupe of institution. These cha.racterist-

ics are depicted in Table 4.
TABLE 4

TEACHER RESPONDENT CHARACTERISTICS
— —  — — — ————— 3

D
: Number of
Characteristic Respondents Percent

Sex
Male Lo \ 88 59
Female . 62 - . 41

Total . - 150 100

Age Group '

'~ Under 30 years 36 24
30-40 years ) 47 ' 31
Over 40 years 67 : 4s

Total 150 | 100

Tenure ’ | |

" Less than 5 years - 87 : 58
5-10 years .48 32
Over 10 years - : is 1o

Total . 150 _ 100

‘Type of Degree . ' ’

High school diploma, .

equivalent, or less . - 21 i5

Associate degree 8 6

BS or BA v 40 . 29

Masters degree _ , 69 49

Doctorate ' 2 1
Total . ' - 1402 100

Type of Program '

College -Transfer : , 3t . c 21
General Education ‘ 6 4
Other L : V4 5
Technical ’ 62 _ 42
- Vocational 42 28 ¢
Total . . 130 - 100
— . Type of Institution _ . .. . ‘
Community College 67 ) . Ls -
Technical ‘Institute 83
Total - 150 100

8 en respondents failed tb complete this question

]
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Administrator Characteristics

Relevent characteristics of administrators include sex, age, tenure,
type of degree, and type of institution. These characterist! s are depic-~

ed in Table 5.

TABLE 5
ADMINISTRATOR RESPONDENT CHARACTERISTICS

e —

' Number of
Characteristic Respondents _ Percgnt
Sex .
Male : 74 - ' » 81
Female 1 : 19 .
Total : §i7_a 100 4
Age Group ' '
Under 30 years 23 25
30-40 years ' 29 32
Over 40'years 39, Y 43
Total 91 100
Tenure .
Less than 5 years . 55 ‘ . 60
5-10 years 32 35
Over 10 years : 5
Total ' 92 100
bpe'z of Degree
High school diploma, o
equivalent, or less 0 _ 0
Assoclate degree 5 ) 5
BS or BA 21 23
Masters degree . : 53 ) . 58
Doctorate - 13 14
‘Total . 92 100
Type of Institution . )
Community College : 7 29 32
Technical Institute _ 63 , - 68
Total o 92 100
20ne respondent failed to éompletel this question., ,
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General Attitudes Toward Evaluation

Teacher Evaluetién

The respondents were asked:, Please read each question carefully

and check either "Yes, in most cases' or "No, in most cases," whichever

\ . more clearly describes your feeling about the statement.

TABLE 6

ATTITUDES TOWARD TEACHER EVALUATION

Teacher Evaluation Mean Scores
Students Administrators: Teachers

2

, Should teaching.be evaluated each’
" year?" » 1.839 1.934 - 1.890

Is evaluation an effective means
of improving the competence of a

teacher? : _ 1.801 1.826 - 1.724

Are evaluations of teacher's com-

petence accurate? 1.683 1.791 1.559

Should the teacher's reemployment

depend upon evaluation? 1.585 1.637 1.4892

Is evaluation an effective means . N

of eliminating incompetent teachers? 1.572 1.4562 1.2842
*'Is it possible to evaluate a .teach-

er's competence accurately? / 1.546 1.670 - 1.475

Should teachers be paid according -
to their competence as determined a
by evaluation? - - 1.519 1.511% 1.435

8Mean scores below "1.5" indicate more "No's" than "Yeg's"

N

The questions contained in Table 6 were designed to ascék{ein the
attitudes of students, administrators and teachers toward teacher eval-
uation. In order te anal&ze.the above information each "Yes" response
was given a value of. '"2" and each "Noh response a value of "1". A'éean
score of !"2" would indicate a11 "Yes's', whereas a mean score of '"1"

o

wopld indicate all "N 's" to a particular question with a score »f "1.5"
£ \
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indicating an equal member of "!ea' " and "No's" on a particular questiow

‘ As can be.seen from Table 6:

student responses to all of ‘the above ques~

tions were positive, adminiatrator responses were positive on all of t\n

above questions’ except one, but teacher responses were positive on only

three of the seven questions,

This indicates that students and administra<

tor both have overall positive attitudes toward evaluation,

whereas teach-

ers appear to have an overall negative attitude toward teacher evaluation.

In Smith's study using the same questions’ found in Table 6, he used

a composite score for a11 of the above questions for each group of re-

bq

spondents. A total score of "14" would indicate the' most positive score, -

while a score of "7" would indicate the most negative response with a

score of "10.5" indicating a neutral position.

Mr. Smith found that stu-

. dents and administrators hold a significantly more favorable attitude

toward evaluation than teachers.

(Table 7) on each group was only slightly more tha

-

[

However, the overall combined scr?es’

:5 which suggest

that none of the three groups hold a highly favpsqple'attitude toward

evaluation of the effectiveness of the teacher in the classroom.
: - - SR
" BLE7  C , S
T-RATIOS OF MEAN ATTITUDE SCALE SCORES /, Ty
_ . 17/
£ B . .
Mean Attitude '/
Group - df Scale Scores f t-ratio
. _ ] '
| i a,b
Teachers 134 10.83 3.57
Administrators @ 89 11.81
Teachers 134 10.83 / 3. 1n%¢
Students 179 11.56 / -
/ b /
Adminisératora 89 - - 11.81 ‘ - .95
Students 179 11.56 .
- Y

(23,85),

o
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TABLE 7 Continued - . .

&

' 8Significant at .05 level.

bBased on an assumption of An'equal variance of the pobulation
determined by a non-sighificant F-value at the .05 level. ;

®Based oﬁ an assumption of an unequal variance of the Fogula-
tion determined by a:significant F-value at the .05 level. (17,85)

v ~

Administrator Evaluation . . T -

The respon@enta were asked: Please read each question carefully #nd

check either "Yes, in most cases,ﬁ or "No, in most cases," whichever more

clearly describes your feelings about the statement. ' .

. S, TABLE 8

~ ATTITUDES TOWARD ADMINISTRATOR EVALUATION

Administrator Eva}uation' ' ‘ Mean Scores
;;\LA Students® Administrators Teachers

|~ Should administrators be evaluated .
each year? : o ‘ 1.932 - 1.895
.Is evaluation an effective meahs of ‘ '
improving the competence of an ad- (
ministrator? - . 1.831 1.711
Are evaluations of administrator's : : ; b
competence ‘accurate? - 1.727 1.489
Is 1t possible to evaluate an ad- b
ministrator's competence accurately? 1.701 1.467
Shojld the administrator's reemploy- . . b
‘- ment depend upon evaludtion? 1.617 . 1.489"
Should administrators be paid ac- - .
cording to their competence as ’ ' ' b
determined by evaluation? ° ) _ 1.568 1.450
Is evaluation an effective means .
of eliminating incompetent ad- ' 'b ] b
ministrators? L S0 : - 1.4837° 1.359
) .
;

S e,
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» " TABEL 8 Continued

aStudents did ndt answer these questions
ean scores below "1.5" indicate more "No's" than "Yes' "

'

The questions contained in Table 8 were designed to ascertain the
attitudes ofbadministrators and teachers toward adminis*rator evaluation.
The questions. are the same as those asked for teacher evaluatiOn with
only minor modifications‘for administrator evaluation. The analysig of
the data was done in the same manner as for teachers, 1. e., "Yes's" were
given a value of "2" and "No' " a value of "1". A mean score of "2" wor"
indicate a11,"Yes's", whereas a mean score of "l" would indicate all
"No's" to a particular question with a score of "1.5" indicating an equal
number of "Yes's" and "No's" -on 2 particular question. As can be seen
from Table 8: -administrator responses were positive on all the above
questions except one, but teacher”responses were positive on only two of
the seven questions. This indicatesVthat'administrators hold a favorable
attitude toward adﬁinistrator evaluation, but teachers appear to have an
overall negative°attitude toward administrator evaluation. '

When comparing the composite scores (Administrators - 11.837, Teach-
ers ~ 10.793) on the above data, we find that the administrators favor
administrator evaluationieven more highly than they do'teacher evaluation.
Teachers, on the other hand, are less favorable to administrator evaluation
than to teacher evaluation. Although administrators have a significantly
more favorable attitude toward administrator evaluation than teachers,

the mean scores, which are only slightly above 10. 5, indicate that neither

group holds'a highly favorable attitude toward administrator evaluation.




}

S4

Although all three groups (Students, Administratofs and Teachers)

have positive attitudes toward evaluation, the margin is very slim.ﬂ It .

\

appears that mosJ respondents favor evaluation of teachers and adminis-'
trators, but they have very little faith in the evaluation process, pai—

ticularly teachers. This lack of faith comes from the way evaluation/
§
processes or systems® have been used in the past. Far too often in the

past the major goal of evaluation ~ the improvement of instructionqi per-

formance and management performance ~ hasfbeen overlooked or coanetely

‘

ignored.

The major goal of evaluation must be to offer positive avenues for
improvement of performance by the individual evaluatee, but improvement

of performance willinot'occur untilball parties involved (directly or

'

v _ indirectlj) in the teaching - learning process accept this as the major

goal. Mere acceptance of the major gﬂﬁl is not enough, however. Many

o i
systems have already accepted the aboje as the major goal of 'evaluation

’

k and guidance, We.must remember

|

that evaluation is pot something done\to the individual, bug rather some-~

but fail because of inadequate feedba

thing that is done for the individual.\
.' | \

Attitudes Toward Specified Sources - \

of Teacher Evaluation _ \

;Respondentslto this section were asked to rate the inportance,of each
of. the”sources by checking one of five de:.' -tive scales: (1) Absolute;
1y %hould not be incluned, (2) Probably shouid not be ineluded;‘(B) Maybe
- (Inc&usion depends on iocal circumstances th;t differ between institutions),
(4) Probably should be included, and (5) Absolntely essential. For the -
purpose of analysis the' responses were assigned: valves of one to five,

with one as the most negative response. !

- ' » | | | \“
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~
AN

. TABLE 9
N : :
MEAN SOURCE ESSENTIALITY SCORES-TEACHFR EVALUATION

~

Evaluation Source ’ Teachers Administrators Students
' R Mean R Mean R Mean
Department Heads 1. 4.309 2. 4.333 3. 3.956
Students 2. 4.201° 1. 4.522 1. 4.378
Administrators 3. 3.854 3. 4.133 2. 4.043
Self 4. 3.845 4, 4.044 5. 3.162
Peers 5. 3.335 5. 3.483 4, 3.509
Alumni 6. 3.084 - 6. 2.744 6. 2.987°
Employers of Former Students 7. 2.457 7. 2.488 8. 2.471
Outside Consultants 8. 2.197 ° 8 2.088 7 2.506

R=Rank

The sources in Table 9 have been ranked according to the teacher
mean scores received by each of the sources. For purposes of this fe—
search a mean score of 3.0 or better was coneidered a positive response,
and therefore, should be included as a source of evaluation information.
The first five sources, although not in the same order, (Table 9) received
positive scores from all three groups of respondents The last three sources
(with the exception of alumni) all received: negutive scores from the three
groups of respondents and were eliminated as possible sources of evalua-
tion information. -Alﬁmni, although receiving a positive score ffom the
teachers, was eliminated as a possible source for two reasons: (1) re-
search indicates that tﬁevresults of this source would be essentially the
yame as that from the students, and (2) two (administrators and students)

‘of the three responding groups rejected alumni as a possible source of

evaluation informaticn.

-3
o
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Teachers
Administrators ——————————
Students ................ ’
‘ . ] T
I3 | Teacher Evaiuation
- "IN
b —’_.—.~" '._\\ ’
D
)_‘ \ == -\\
\-‘\- \-\\
...‘ \(r.. .
RN \Q‘f*‘ﬁ>\‘
3 : N N
\\ _..
“\\\'.__
= e 8 ss s anss
\
2 -3
1
Depart Students Adminis  Self Peers Employers Outside
ment trators Alumni Consult

head : . ants

Figure 1. Relationship of Teacher, Admin-
istrator, and Studen@ Evaluative Source Means

Attitudes Toward Specified Sources
of Administrator Evaluation

'Respondents to this section were asked to rate tﬁg importance of each

: of.the sources by checking one of. five descriptive scales: (1) Absolutely
should not be included, (2) Pfobably should not bebiqcluded, f3) Maybe
(Inclﬁsion depends on local circumstancesbthat diffei betweeﬁ inséitutions);‘

" (4) Probably should be included, and (5) Absolutely essential. For the bur-

pose of analysis the responses wete aésigned values of one to five, with

71
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one as the most negative response.

TABLE 10

MEAN SOURCE ESSENTIALITY SCORES-ADMINISTRATOR EVALUATION

PBva!luation Source . ‘Administrators . Teachers
Mean ‘ R,Mean

Immediate Supervisor 1. 4.626 1. 4.510
Self 2. 4.077 4. 3.850
Administrative Staff 3. 3.855 3. 4.084
‘Teachers ' 4. 3.824 2. 4.146
Peers 5. 3.670 5. 3.570 °
Students 6. 3.263 6.  3.319
Alumni 7. 2.450 7. 2.769
Lay Residents 8. 2.329 ‘8. 2.521
Outside Consultants 9. 2.219 9. 2.492

R=Rank

The sources in TaleO have been ranked according to the administré-
tor mean scores received by each of thé sources. For purposes of this
research a mean score of 3.0 or better was consideréd a positive respénse,
‘and therefore,vshorld be included as a source of evaluation information.
As canwbe seen from Table 10 the first slx sources, although not in the
same ordef, reﬁéived positive scores from both groups of respondents.
The last three sources receiﬁed negativé scores from both groups of re-
spondents and were eliminaﬁed‘as possible ‘sources of evaluation.

Attitudes as to How Often Evaluation
Should Be Conducted By Each Source

Respondents to this section where asked to determine how often they
should be evaluated by each source by checking one of ten possiﬁle selec—~
tions: (1) once/quarter, (2) once every other quarter, (3) once/course,

(4) twice/course, (5) twiée/year, (6) once/year, (7) once/2 years, (8)

2
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once/3 years, (9) once/4 years, and “10) not at all. Ail recronses over -

ten per cent or the firs: three responses are shown in Tz2hie 11.

TABLE 11

_ATTfTﬁDES AS TO HOW OFTEN EVALUATION SHFOULD BE CONDUCTED

Administrator Source Teacher
_#  Responses Z #f  Responses S 4
CHh | | (148)% - '
33  once/year 37.93 Self 59 once/year 39.86
- 28  once/quarter 32.18 ' 52 once/quarter 35.13
12 twiée/year 13.79 ' 17 not at all 11.48
(86) (148) .
49  once/year 56.97 Peers 76  once/year "51.35
14 not at all 16.27 38 not at all 25.67°
10 twice/year 11.62 12 once/quarter 8.10
(84) (150)
34 oncel/year 40.47 ~ Students 55 once/year 35.33
17 once/quarter 20.23 : ' 49 once/quarter 32.66
10 not at all 11.90 ) 15 once/course - 10.00
(86) - (146)
44 not at all 51.16 Alumni 48 not at all 32.88
18 once/year = 20.93 46 once/year 31.50
11  once/4 years 12.79 . 25 once/ 2 years 17.12
9 once/2 years 10.46
(85) (143) .
48 not at all 56.47 Consultants 79 not at all 55.24
15 once/year - 17.64 © 27  once/year 18.88
Z  oncel/4 years 9.41 , 12  once/4 years 8.39
: Administrators (149)
: 106 once/year 71.14
15 once/quarter 10.06
i 9 twice/year 6.04
Department Heads (147)
93 once/year - 63.26
32 once/course 21.76
11 twice/year 7.48
Employers (145)
‘ : 65 not at all 44.82
42 once/year 28.96
. 19 once/2 years 12.10
(81) Teachers
52 once/year . 64.19
7 twice/year _ 16.66 7
6

not at all 10.71
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TABLE ll--Continued

Administrator o Source Teacher
#  Responses Z : ' #  Responseg 4
(84) Immediate Supervisor

39 once/year 46.42
24 ' twice/year 28.57
11  once/quarter 13.09 -
(82) ' Lay Residents
49 not at all 59.75
17 once/year 20.73
7 once/2 years 6.09
5 oncel/4 years 6.09 ' .
(84) Administrator's Staff
46  once/year 54.76 ‘
. 14 twicel/year 16.66
9 not at all  10.71

a
( ) Total respondents on each source

The first two responses on the five common sources (Self, Peers,
Students,"Alumhi, and Consultants) are the same for both administrators
and teachers. This seems to indicate that administrators and teachers
are iu close agreement as to how often evaluation shouid he conducted.

Tae first response of both groups supports.this idea, sincé tiere is only -
one source (Alumni) where the difference in the peréen;age of ;esponse

1s greater than six percent. " However, when comparing the second responses
of both groups, we find ;hat three of the common sources_(Peeré, Students,
and Alumni) have a difference in the Percentage of response greater than

nine percent.

74
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Furthermore, when comparing the first and second teacher responses,

we find thaﬁithe first choice on all but three sources (Self, Students,

.

and Alumni) is better than double or almost double the percentage of the
second response. The first and second responses on Self, Studénts, and
Alumni are so close that either response would be considered appropriate
for this research. However, when comﬁaring the fifst and‘sécond admin—~
istrator responses, wé'find only one source (Self) ir which a clear cut
margin between the first and second resﬁonses 18 not evident.

Attitudes As to Whén Evaluation
Should Be Conducted By Each. Source

Respondents to this question were asked té.determine when they should
be‘evaluated by each source by éhecking one of seven possible choices:
(1) Witkin time periods established‘by each institution, (2) At é time
specified by the evaluated, (3) At a time specified by the evaluator(s),
(4) At an unannounced time, gS) All of the preVious statements, (6) State-—
ments 2, 3, and 4, and (7) Never. |

After reviewing the responses to this question, it was felt that
choice number one should :not have been‘included sincetthe majo:ify is.
naturallf going to accept whatever is éstablisﬁe& by the institution. Fof‘
this reason all choices that received ten .per c;nt or betger or ‘that had

ten or more respondents-are shown in Table 12. However, the bias created

by choice number one does not allow conclusive evidence to be drawn as

to when evaluation should be conducted by each of the sources. -

a
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ATTITUDES AS TO WHEN EVALUATION SHOULD BE CONDUCTED

61

at an unannounced time

76

1. within time periods established 4,
by each institution 5. all of the previous
~ 2. at a time specified by the evaluated statements
3. at a time specified -by the evaluator(s) 6. statements 2, 3, and 4
7. never
Administrator Source Teacher
##  Responses % # Responses z
T T (86) (145)%
54 1 . 62.79 Self 83 1 57.24
9 5 10.46 ' 21 2 14.48
13 never 8.96
11 4 7.58
10 5 6.89
(86) ’ (144)
47 1 54,65 Peers 69 1 47.91
11 never 12.79 32 never 22.22
9 4 10.46 16 4 11.11
(85) (144) :
45 1 52.94 Students 87 1 60.41
10 4 11.76 19 4 13.19
9 5 10.58 10 2 6.94
9. never 10.58 10 never 6.94
(84) (142)
- 40 * never 47.61 Alumni 59 1 41.54
27 1 32.14 : . 48 never 33.80
: 11 2 7.74
(83) Consultants (1486) .
44 never 53.01 : 70 never 4£7.94
22 1 26.50 47 32.19
_ 13 - 8.90
Administrators ©.143)
: : 86 1 60.14 -
22 4 15.38
" 9 2 6.29
- Department Heads (144)
) 86 1 59.72
24 4 16.66
. 15 3 10.41
Employers (144)
59 never 40.97
52 1 36.80
14 4 9.72
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- .TABLE 12--Continued a

Administrator Source Teacher
#  Responses o . . # Responses z.
(81) Teachers
49 1. . 60.49 .
9 5 11.11
(85) . - Administrator's Staff
45 1 52.94
10 5 *11.76
10 never 11.76 _
9 . 4 10.58 ’ .
(85) : . Immediate Supervisor ’
48 1 56.47 !
13 3 15.29 ’
10 5 11.76
(84) Lay Residents
43 never 51..9 ' .
23 1 27.38

8( ) Total respondents on each source

Evaluation Criteria-Teachers

Respondents to this question were asked to rate the importance of -
each of the criteria by checking one qf six descriptive scales: (X)
E}iminate, (1) Poor idea, (2) Maybe, (3) Good idea, (4) Should do, and
- (5) Must do. For the purpose of analysis the responses were aséigned:
values of zero to five, with zero as the most negative regponée.

For purposes of this research a mean score of 3.0 or Pette; was con-
sidered a positive re;pgnse. As caﬁ be séen from Table 13, a;l pf,thé
criteria for teécher evaluations received é mean score of 3.0 or bette;

by both teachers and administrators, and therefore, they have been included

as evaluation criteria for teachers.

‘ T



TABLE 13
e ___°_ MEAN CRITERIA ESSENTIALITY SCORE§~TEACHERhEVALUATION
a ) Evaluative . Tém, Adm.
n Criteria 'R* Mean ”Ra Mean
» Prepare thoroughl. for e&ph inétructional program 1 4,67 4 4,58
. * Develop clearly de: 'ned %nd‘appropriate goals . 2 464 1 4,7
* Be fair and reasona:.ly pqompt in evaluation:of student ’
.performance - 3 4.577 5 4,52
* Communicate at a level appropriate to the ability of '
students to understand - _ b 4,55 7 4,50
+ Establish clearly d 'fined grading procedures and
standards in accordance with the grading policy of the
institution ’ ) 5 4,54 3 4,59
* Be punctual and consistent in attending scheduled
meetings (class, labs, office hours, etc.) 6 448 9 4.4
* Show coricern for the academic welfare of students 7 W.46 8 4.4y
* Develop an outline for his instructional program(s) 8 4.43 2 4.68
* Develop major (quarterly) objectives for his
-, courses ' . 9 442 6 4.5
* Develop and/or use instructional strategies which
enable students to achieve learning objectives 10 4.36 10 4.37

« Collect and use feedback from experience with stu-

dents to revise and update content, objectives, and

instructional strategies 11 4.33 12 4,34
* Evaluate textbooks, equipment, and supplies and rec-

ommend his choices for adoption by dates specified

by the institurion _ ' 12 4,21 14 4.19
* Properly and promptly perform routine administrative :
duties (reports, forms, grades, etc.) 13 4.20 13 4.25

* Use evaluation instruments which.measure the degree.
to which the student has achieved the goals and

objectives of the learning sequence 14 4,08 15 4.18
* Provide alternative methods of instruction’ to meet .
the needs of different students 15 4,02 16 4.14

* Show evidence' of professional grosth by participat-
ing in some of the following activities such as: : e
(‘" Internal development workshops, and/or (2) Com-
muaity college/profe§sionally sponsored workshops,
and/or (3) Conference or semirars whenever possible,
(4) Courses of related study, and/or (5) Local, state, :
and national organizations - 16 4,01 17 4,13
Participate in evaluation of instructional programs
and teaching effectiveness of his department or . _
division : 17 4,00 20 4,00

Teach by objectives (own) developed for. the courses 18 3.97 25 3.79




TABLE 13——Continued

Evaluative . Tea. Adm.
Criteria - , R®* . Mean R® Mean

‘ . Give each student a copy of the course outline and
Voo objec tives 19 3.96 11 4.34
i + Attend all staff and faculty meetings, all general
\ faculty committee meetings unless excused by his '
\ divisional chairman . 20 3.9 18 4,05

\ .+ Participate in student advisory programs 2 3.8 22 3.83
.+ Use diagnostic procedures and instruments to _ascer- . '
| .tain student needs 2 3.71 23 3,82

\ + Participate annually in the development and evalua-
i tion of the philosophy, objectives, policies, and

| procedures of the institution 23 3,70 24 3.81
+ State the obJectives in measurable, behavioral
outcomes 24 3,60 19 4,04

+ Develop minor (weekly) objectives for his courses 25 3.57 2 3.89
* Ask students to state their purpose and objectives

for taking this course 26 3.44 28 3,29
% Ask students to state how they intend ‘to accomplish
. \their objectives - 27  3.34 27 - 3.32
* \Use his professional skills and abilities in com- . :
nunity affairs 28 3.28 26 3.51 .
+ Assume divisional responsibilities 29 3.26 30 3.12
+ Serve on and/or chalr divisional and college wide

-committees \ 30 3.23 29 3.22

aR is the numerical ranking by the mean scores

Evdluation Criteria-Administrators
\

Respondents to this question were asked to rate the importance of each

of the criteria by checking one of six descriptive scales: (X) Eliminate,
(1) Poor idea, (2) Maybe, (3) Good ddea; (4) Should do, and (5) Must do.
For the purpose of analysis the reeponses were assigned values of zero to

'\ . | ,
five, with zero as the most negative response.

For pu.pcses of this research a mean score of 3 0 or better was con-

sidered a positiye response ' As can be seen from Table 14, a11 of the criteria

for teacher evaluations received a mean score of 3.0 or better by both teach-
ers and administrators, and therefpre, they have been included as evqluatibn

criteria for teachers.

9
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TABLE 14 - -
MBAN CRITERIA ESSENTIALITY SCORES-ADMiNiSTRATOR EVALUATION
Evaluative - Adm. © ‘Tea.
T - ——
Mean

Criteria S H* Mean R

.+ Develop long range goals for his dega;tment or area ’ .
of responsibility ' 1 4,60

1 4,57
+ Develop short range goals for his department or 2rea - o
of responsibility : 2 L4,58 6 4,37
* Demonstrate adequate knowledge in his speciality 3 449 2 4,52 /
¢ Be punctual and consistent in attending scheduled '
meetings (office hours, appointm:.-‘s, etc.). 4 b5 3 L4
* Organize his staff to obtain goais set for department 5. 4,43 7 4,28
* Reque.t budegetary support for his plans o 6 bAu3 4 4
* Develop job descriptions for each member of his staff.? L4.41 8 4,21
* Properly and promptly perform routine administradtive L
- dutles (reports,. forms, etc.) ’ .8 440 5 4,41 -
* Establish priorities and allocate his time in -
accordance with his schedule ' 9 4.36 9. 4,21

+ Show evidence of professional growth by participating
in some of the following activities such as:
(1) Internal development workshops, and/or (2) Commun- _
it college/professionhl,sponsdred workshops, and/or : [
3§ Conference or seminars whenever possible, and/or ‘ ¢
4) Courses of related study, and/or (5) Local, state -
and national organizations ) 10 4.30 12 4.09
‘Participate. annually in the development and evalua- BRI oo
tion of the philosophy, objectives, policies, and . . b : :
procedures of the institution ' 11" 4.25 11 4,17 -
-+ Develdp organizational plans and procedures to attain VoL T
goals set for the department . © 12, 4,22 10 4,19
* l0bserve a reasonable and demanding schedule . 13 4,20 15 <4.,01;
* Bvaluate staff members individually each year and« - :
make firm recommendations . S 14 4,18 -18 ~ 3.99
* Arrange in-service experience. for hiS"S@a££ members - ’ A

e

as need becomes apparent . 15 :14;18 A4 4,02
¢ Submit his plans in conference and in » ing to his ~ _ ' co
staff - - . 16 . 4,11 ‘22 3 391

* Attend all staff and faculty meetings and all divi-
‘sional or department meetings unless excused by his .
supervisor . » . .17 4,09 13  4.05

* State his performance objectives in measurable terms 18 4,05 16 4,00 -

* Submit his plans.in conference and in writing to his e -
supervisors . . ) " 19" 4,00 17 3,99 .

* Develop job specifications and make job assignments ] o
based on these specifications : - 20 3.96 19 3.97
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~ . | TABLE 14——Continued_.
\ . . . .
_ ) _ Evaluative .. Adm. Tea.
Griterta . + R® Mean R* " Mean - °
. Participate in evaluation of management techniques f‘
‘ - and ‘management effectiveness 2t /391 1 3.93 -
"\ « Use his professional skills and abilities in com- B o
" munity affairs 22 3.8 27 3.56
" <+ Serve on, or chair divisional and college wide o '
. committees : . 23 3.77 25 3.73
.« Develop performance objectives. 24 3.77 24 3.73
-+ Develep a reading program to keep up with the latest _
~ developments in his specialty - 25 3.75 20 3.93 . °
Y Participate in evaluation of 1nstructional programs :
‘in teaching effectiveness ‘ 26 3.65 23 3.88
. Ask his staff to develop performance obJectives © .27 3.62 28 3.48
. Warticpate in student advisory programs. - - 28 3.t4 26 3.65

« Serve as sponsor or advisor for any student orga~ .
nization cfficially recognized by the institution 29 3.22-29 3.03

1 is the numerical ranking by the mean scores

The criteria listed for teachers and administrators are by no means.all\\

'Winolusive;“”THey“feﬁfésént”criteria'seIeEted'ffom available research whic
are nost applicable to the Community College/fechnical Institute environ-
‘ment. Several‘eourées} Pierce,-Schulman,‘and ERS Circulors Number 5, 6, and

7'proved to be very helpful in selecting the 1ists of criteria for this

study. ’

\;

The evaluation criteria for teachers (Table'13) and the evaluation
A S

crit@ia for\administrators (Table 14) havé oeen'put into numerical order

by the mean scores of the teachers and administrators respectively. The

second column for each set of criteria represents the numerical ranking by .
mean scores of the other‘group (administrators and teachers) of respondents.
When examining the teacher‘triteria (Table 13), and the administrative

criteria (Table 14), ”we find a great deal of variation in the responses of

bofh groups, but there.are ‘only Eive\qases (8, 18, 19, 24, and 25) in the --.:

P . S _
AN SUNCINS
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teécher criteria and only six cases (2, 14, i6; 17, 22, and 25) in the
a&minia;fator criteria where the numerical difference is greater than
three. This indicates that teachers ;nd administrators are fairly close in-
their opinions about the criteria for evaluaﬁion of both groups. Further-
more, positive scores of 3.0 or better were received by all of the teachef
and gdministrator cfiteria from boéh groups of respondents. éinqe all of
the criteria received positive scores, all will be used in development of

the evaluation instrument.

Administrators —-e-cmemmmmeen /
Teachers
5 | Administrator Evaluation
} N
N~

T~a
2
1
2
Irmediate Administrative Peers Alumni Lay Outside
Superviscr Self  Staff  Teachers Students Resi- Censult-

dents ants

Fiocure 2. Relationship of Adrinistrator
and Teacher Evaluative Source Means
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DEVELOPMENT OF EVAL'ATION SYSTEMS AND PROCEDURES

- A good, comprehensive evaluation system will require:a great deal of
time and effort and it will requir~ input from several different‘aburtea.
Sourées to be used for teachgr evaluation are: {1) Depar?u»r qeads;

(2) Students, (3) Administrators, (4) Self, and (5) Peers. ces to be

>

used for adminisérator evaluation are: (1) Immed{ate Suﬁervisor, 2)

Self, (3) Adﬁinistrag;r's staff, (4) Teachers, (5) Peers: and:(6) Students.
The evaluaiilon prccess for this study'hae heen adopted from a study

conductad at Burlir;ton County College, Pemberton, New Jersey by Pierce :

and Schroeder. Alti.ough there are numerous eyaluatm 1 procedures «shich

could be used, this process (The Evaluation Practices, Reviews, and Appeals

Procedure) was selected as the best method for utilizing the data collect

ed in this study.
i | ,

‘The Evaluation Practice, Reviews, and Appeals Procedure

Evaiuvation of Teaching Effectiveness

The Evaluation Practices, Reviews, and Appeals Procedure (EPRAP)
bégins with a pre-evaluation conference between the faculty member and his
diviai;n chairman. The purpose of this meeting is to establish the specific
objcctives which the facﬁlty member intends to accomplish during the
academic year. The cbjectives will be based upon the teacher cri?eria
established by this reseétch, and they must be established by mutual
asreemeﬂt between the faculty member and his division chafrman.

A formal evaluation should be filled out and completed once per year

on each faculty member by the department chairma.. This evaluation should

| 83
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be documented by three to four visits to the instructors claésrbom(é)
during the academic year, and it should contain suppleﬁenta% information
~ to support the evaluation results.

A formal evaluation of each faculty.member every year may be im-
practical. A more practical approach may be to evaluate experiencéd teacher
every second or third year. If a staggered system is used each experienced
teacher must be fcrmally evaluated every second or third year, with an
iﬁformal evaluation in the other yeaf(s). An informal evaluation by the
department head will start with the pre-evaluation conference for establish-
ment of and agreement upon the 6bjectives to be accomplished. The informzl
evaluation filled out by the department head should be documentéd by at
least one visit t. the classrcom., If time permits, #ofe visits may be made.

Teachers should also be evaluated each academic year by their studernts.
If the teacher 1s up for formal evaluation, student evaluation:should'be
cunducted once per quarter in each course taugh;. The be;t time for this
evaluation would be ;he last class meeting prior to the fifnal exam. The
formstshould not be collected nor handed out by the teacher but by.the class
representative selected by the class or the teacher “tudents should be
advised not to put their rames on the forms and to ﬂisguise there handwriting

After all forms ha;e been completed, the class representative will
seal them in a folder and deliver it to the department head's office im-
mediately after class. After all final grades have been deposited.§1th the

+

registrar, the teacher will break the seal and tally the results. The

teacher will discuss the resuits with the department chairman and/or dean

at an appointed time.

An Infermal student evaluation will follow the same basic procedure

as the formal student evaluation with two excéptions: (1) The studgnt‘
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evaluation skould be limited to one course per quarter, and (2) Discussion
of results will depend on the available time of thé department head.

‘ The teacher, when up for a fcrmal evaluation, should be ev.luated
at least once during the.academic year by aﬁ administracor oéher than the
department head. This ealuation should be documented by three tc four
visits to the instructors classroom(s) during the academic year, and it
should contain'supplemental inforﬁation to suppgrt the evaluation results.
Administrator evaluation should only be used whenever thé teacher 15 up
for formal evaluation.

-Teakhers shoﬁld evaluate themselves each academic year, also. A
self-evaluation should be filled out once per quarter “n one course taught
during the quarter. The self-evaluations should be filled out at the
same time the studen;s f111 out their forms and should be turned. into the
department head at the:s?me ti@e.

Although self—evaluétion is more or }ess a continuous process, a
w?itten formal self—evalﬁation should be required once p r quarter 1n’at

‘ least one corrse whenever the teacher is up for a ﬁormal evaluation. The

.‘%elf-evaluation form should be filled out (in duplicate) at the same time
the students f1ll out théir ﬁorms. One copy should be sea.ed in the 
folder with :'he st ‘dent forms and delivered to the department head by the
class representative. The other copy should be délivére% to the depart-
ment heac prior to the end of the quarter. The folder will be returned to
the teacher after all final gradeu have been turned into the registrar,
at which time the teacher will greak the sea) and tally the results.

iscussion of the results of the student and self-evaluation should take

place at a datc and time established by mutual agreement.

-
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»

One final group which should be included 'in teacher evaluation is
fellow peers. Tﬁe téacher; when up for formal evaluation, should be
evaluated at least once during the academic year by onerr two fellow
teachers selected by'mutual agreement between the department head and the
teacher (evaluateé).“ The fellow teache: ) should be from the same de-
partment aund the same discipline if possibi.. The peer evaluation(s)
should be documented by three or four visits to the instructors class-

room(s) during the academic year and it should contain supplemental in-

- formation to support the evaluation results. Peer evaluation should only

be used v*znever the teacher is up for formal evaluation.

Team .ation

S.ace evaluaiions by the department heads, administrators, and peers
are filied o'.r ¢nce por year with three to four visits to document the

r2: :ts, a team approach -c formal evaluation seems to be v-ry logical.

2 team consisting of the department head, one administrator, awn-

. two peer: could provide several advantages: (1) By visiting the class as

a tear:;, *he n'mber of cl: sroom visits can be limited to three or four for
any »ae teaci.erv, @2 By visi” .1 25 a tram the documentation will occur
ay che same time, with the e-me taacher :.d students, and undef the same
cor.ditions. 'Tbis should prcvidie a much more valid cross reference of the
final ev.,Juations. kS} B visiting as ¢ team documentation and supple-
#ment.1l i~Inrmation should all be completed at t;;.same time. “(4) Com-
#le=ing “he viaits at the same time should allow the evaluators to fill

ou: thsir 'orms 3aud turn in the evaluations on each ind: .dual at apprux-

imately the same time. (5) Visiting as a team will allcw some scheduling

oi the visits which should create z uuc’ smoother evaluation proce. ;.

86



72
As’ long as each member <. is part as scheduled, the evaluation process
should flow very smoc.H1- |
Each member of (.. should seal his evaluation and supplemental
information .n a large folder and put it in the department head's mailbox.
The &epartment head chould compile the results and deliver é copy to the
evaluatee no later than March 31. This should allow ample time for di:

cussion and appeal of the results.

The Appeals Procedure

Since agreement must be teacheq or numerous poirts between the fac-
ulty member and his division chairman, conflicts about the evaluation
process or about thé results are bound to arise. A committee o. faculty
and admininstfators (The Evaluation Practices, Reviews, and Appeals Com-
mittee of EPRAC) should be elected to settle any c;nflicts ?hat arise in
ithe implementation of the evaluation process or about the resuits.b Thié
comn..ttee of facult& and ‘administrators should be elected b&'the institu-
+ional staff, and-it should have an odd number éf members. .

Action can be initiated by fetition to the EPRAC by the evalﬁatee or
any o the evaluators who are not satisfied with the evaluation process
or results. Once iﬁitiated, the EPRAC chairman must request ail relevant
data from all par*i=s concerned (all evaluators of the evaluatee}. Tast-
timony from all part®es will be presented at « hearing scheduler. o0 set-
tle the dispute. After hearing the testimony.vnd examinir., the évaluation
forms and other releQant data, EPRAC will make amdecision as to whether
the‘evaluation wés conducted accofding to stated prpcedures. ..1e commit-

tee will inform all parties to the evaluatic . of their decision: which is

binding on all parties.‘ If the evaluation was cpnductgd properly, -the

.

87



73
original res lts will stand. If EPRAC is dissatisfiec with the procedures,
then it may require that all or ﬁért of the process be repeated and/or that
" further datg must be submitted by all parties to the evaluation process.
EPRAC:will review this new materlal ar  render its decision. The commit-
tee does not recommend action'concerniig sanctions ér dismissals; it only
Judges the evaluation brocedures with respec% to the final results. If
unsatisfactory resuits are found to be valid, the appropriate members of

the administrative staff must decide what action is to be taken.

The Evaluative Criteria-Faculty
The folloging list of criterla was determined by a survey cf a rep-

resentative sample of teachers and administrators throughout the commun-

3

ity colleges~of North Carolina. They have been divided into two major

,-categories: (1) Instructicnal p-. formance and (2) Re  onsibilities as a

member of the college corun:iity.

Evaludtive Criteria far Fu~vt: :
I. Criterla for Eve™r un of Inctruztional Performance
A . Trztructional performance-prarvarction
1. - Develop in writing
¢« Clearly defined and appropriate goals
An outline for each instructional program
c. Major (quarterly) objectives for each course and
state them in behavioral outcomes ‘ :
4. Minor (weekly)'objectiqes for each coqurse. and state
them in behavioral outcomes '
e. Thorough lesson plans for each instructional session
2, Fvaluates textbooks, equipment, and supplies and recom-
1.onds choices for aaoption by dates specified by the
in:titution
3. @s*ablishes.in writing clearly defined grading proced-
ures and standards in accordance witl the grading policy
6. the institution
4, Uses diagnostic (pretesting) procedures and instrumer,s
' to ascertalin student's academic needs.
5. Is aware of available learning resources appropriate to
specified learning objectives
6. Develo~s instructional strategies t6 enable students “to
achieve learning objectives :
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Instructiona” performance-implementation

1. Communicates at a level appropriate to the ability of
students to understand

2. Teaches by own objectives developed for course

3. Shows concern for the student's.academic welfare

L, Gives each student a copy of the course outline, objec-

tivew, and method of grading

5. Avks studentr to state their (in writing) purpose(s) and

~bjectives for taking this course

6. Asks stu’ ts to state how they intend to accomplish (in

writing) eir objectives

7 Uses instruct onal strategies to enable students to

achieve learning objectives

8. Uses available learni~s resources appropriate to speci-
fied learning objectives

Instructional performance-evaluation of results of instruction

1. Is fair and prompt in evaluation of student performance

2. Collects and .-,es feedback from experience with students
to revise and update both content and methodolovy

3. Uses evaluative procedures which measure the degree to
which the student has achieved the goal: and objectives
of the course

Responsibilities as a Memver of the College Commun®*y

A.
B.

C.

Is punctual and attends all scheduled meetings (class, labs,
office hours, faculty-staff me *ings, etc.)

Properly and promptly perform routine administrative duties
(reports, forms, grales, et:.)

S.ows evidence of professional , rowth by particigating in
such activities as:

1. Intarnzl development workshops

2. Comw.-ivy collese/professionally sponsored workshops

3. Conf. -ci..es or seminars whenever possible

4, Courses -of related study

5. Loca) state, and national ourganizations

Particip1tos in the devesopwent and evaiuation of the phil-
osophy, objectives, pol.cies, and procedur+~: of the institu-
tion ' _ .

Assumet (accepts) divisiona™ respensibilities (serves on
divisicnal committees, add.:ional teaching loads when neces-
sary, atc.)

Parti:ipates in evaluation n* instructional,programs and tea-
ching effectiveness in i{he derariment or division
Serves on college wide committecs

Participates in student adavisory program. and/or sponsors-
advises ary siudent organization officially recognized by
the institution :

Us¢ 5 his professionai skills and abilities in community
affalrs ’

1



TEACHER EVALUATION FORM

Name of Teacher Date Form Completed

F W p S Day Night
Course Title, number, and section Qua: cer Curri-ulum

The following qQuestionnaire format is of a YES-NO type asking whether a
particular instructor performance 4id or dié r»nt occur. If you feel your
knowledze on a particular question .s insu.i:.r2nt to answer yes or no,
please check the DON'T KHOW column. ’

The purpose of this evaluation is to help the teacher improve his per-
formance, so please be frank but be honest in your responses. Do not
identify yourself on this form. After completing this form, seal it in
a folder and put it the “eparirar* head's mail box. ,

DID THE TEACHER TIl THIS. COUTSE:

I. Instructional performance-greparation YES: NO DON'T
- ’ ‘ KNOW™

1. DMevelop in writing clearly defined and
appropriate gzoals? '

2. Develop in writing an oiitline for each
instructional prosrar.?

3. . Develop in writing major (quarterly} objec-
tives for each course and state them in be-
havioral outcomes?

L, Develop in writing minor (weekly) objectives
© for each course and state them in behavicral
outcomes? . . _ -

5. .Zvaluate textbooks, equiprment, and suvplies

and recommend choices for adoption by dates
specified by the institution?

6. Establish in writinrm clearly defin-gd grad-
' ing procedures and standards in accordance ~
Wwith the gradinz volicy of the institution?

7: Use pretestine procedures and instruments
to asc rtain student's academic needs?

8. Sel~c' learning resourcec arpropriate to
the spe~'fied learning objectives?

9, Deve. ~ instructional strateries to ena”le
students to achieve learning odbjectives?

10. Develop in writing thorough lesson plans,? y
for each instructional session? -~
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-

 II.. Instructional rerformance-implementation YES NG DON'T
v KNOW

1. Communicate at a level appropriate to the
ability of students to understand?

2, Teach by own bjectives developed.for
" course? . -

3. 'éhow concern for student's academic
welfare? -

it

L. Give each student a copy of the course out-
line, objectives, and method of grading?

5. Ask students to state their purpose(s) and
objectives (in writing) for taking this

?
course? —

6. Ask students to state i.ow they intend to
accomplish (in writing) their objectives?

7. Use instructicnal strategies to enable stu-
dents to achieve lez minz objectives? -

8., Use available ledtning resources appro-
priate to specified learning objectives?

III. Instructional performance-evaluation of results

1. Evaluate student performance and review
~ results promptly? - »

2, Collect and use feedback from experience
with students to revise and'uPdate both
content and methodology?

3. Use evaluative procedures which measure the
degree to which the sti:dent has achiev d .
the ‘goals and ~bjectives of the cou¥se?

IV, Re3ponsibilities as a Membter o7 the College Community

1. Attend all schelulrd meetings punctually
- - (class, labs, faculty-staff meetings, etc,)?

2. Perform routine administrative duties (re-
ports, forms, grades, etc.) properly and
promptly? . _ '

3. Show evidence of professional Zrowth by'par—
ticipating in such activities as:

Internal development wbrkshops

Community college/professiénally spon-
sored ‘workshops

Conferences or-éiminaré whenever possible
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Courses of related study
Local, state, ang national organizations

articipate in the development and evaluation
f the philosophy, objec.ive., policies, and
precedures of the institution?

77

- Accept divisional responcibilities (serving
©on divisional committens, additional teach-

ine leads, etc.)?

Participate in evaluation of.instructional

‘Programs and teachin- effectiveness in the

"y

department or division?

Serve on college-wide committees?

Participate in stud 2% advisory pro~rams and/
or sponsor-advise any student orsanization

officially recofnized bv the institution?

llse his professicnal skills and abilities
in community affairs?

2 * -

Please identify which Group you belcng to by placing the number

of your Group in the box provided.

1. Department Head ' 3. Self
2. Student 4. Administrator

o2
0

5. Peer
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Evaluation of Administrative Effectiveness.

The Evaluation Practices, Reyiews, and Appeals Procedure begins with
a pre-evaluation conference between the administracor ap& his'ymmediate
supervisor. This conference should | take place prior to the'begin-
ning (JUNE 1-JULY 1) of each fiscal year. The purpose of this meeting ig
to establish the specific objectives which fhe‘adminiﬁfrator intends to
accomplish during the year. The objectives will be %ased upon the admin-
istrator criteria estat shed by tgis res.irch, and they must be estab
1lished by mutual agzéement between the administrator and his immediate
supervisor,
A formal evaluation should be filled ou? and completed once‘per‘yeart
on each administrator by the immediate supef&isor. Tﬁis evaiuafion should .
be documented by tyo to three progress meetings.between the adminisirator -
and the supervisor, and it should contain suppléméntai Infoxrmation to
support the evaluat;on results,

A formal ngluation of each administrator every year may te imﬁréc-
tical. A more pracfical,approach may be to evaluate administrators every
second or third year If a staggered éysiem-;s used each administrator
must be forma%ly evaluated everv focond"erthird yeér, with an informal

“evaluation’' in the nther year(s, .nformal ‘evaluation ty the immédiaté

supervisor will start wit. the ﬁre—evaluation conference for astablish

'

ment of and agreement upon the :bjectives to te accomplished. The in-
formal evaluation filled ou. bv the immediate supervisor sh~uld be doc-
umented by at least cne progress meeting., More meetings will depend on

the availaﬁie time'of the suﬁe;viSor.

Although self—eVéluation is moferorfless a ontinuous process, a:

, * : . \
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formal self-evaluation form should be filled out ahd completed.once ‘per
J

year by each administrator. It Should be filled out in duplicate, One

.

copy should be sent tb the immediate supervisor and the other kept for
?omplrison with other evaluations.~ Discussioh of the results of the self-

evaluation and other eva’ lations will take place'at x date and time esta-

v

blished by mutual agreement. - - R

Sincé : admf/istrator s "ctiveness (to a large exter ) depends

|
§n how well he and his staff work to,ethel, he s 1 be evaluatedfby his
staff each year. He should be evaluated at a m1n1mum of once per year; how-
s ever, ‘it s felt that the adm1nsit1ator staff¥nelationship is so "mportant

to the admiﬁlstrator s overall eifectiveness that evdluatfon once per
\
~
year will not be oftenve'rugﬁ to uncover anu correct any problems that

A

How often i‘ is used” should be established at

- may arise dur:lnb the yTa

~

/

fhe pre evaluatipn confe ence, .

2 . .

Teachers‘are ahogh&r source which shoul?_be included in administrator
1

"\ K} Y . :
: evaluation., A fo evalvatlon should be filled out and completed once
per~year on eaoh aéminlstrator by a small sample of teachers. //Several
.1
methods of select ng the sample could be used, but the best method is-a

N ~

systematic- sfraiiuied process where the teachers are stratified by depart-

» ments,'put intoi numerical grder and then systematically selected from the
B . i . .
total_éroup cof te chers. This technique will insure a broad sample and

give the adm5ﬂ‘gtr tor a good look at his tot-1 effectiveness with the

. i
teachers,_ ( .
. ; V.

A g*oup oflteachers should be selected by this method by each immed-
~ h /
',ate,supervlsor¥ Once selected this group of teachers should be used to

cevaliate 4t thf administrat s up for formal evaluation by the immediate

[N t - ) ‘.;._.:.
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supervis;;. Teacﬁer evaluation should be used only when the adhinistfator
is up for formal evaluation, Whenev.r » sipervisor has more than one ad-
ministrator up for evaluation, he shot! send out evaluation forms on o: ly
one administrator at o time. The supervisor should include a statement

Ll

of who is to be evaluated, when it is to be completed, and where it should

be deposited.

i
Each teacher, after completing;administrator evaluatior, should seal'’
\
|

3 .
it in a folder and deliver it to the immediate supervisor by +he speci~-
\.

fied time. After all the forms have been t1med in, *: “upervisor should
send them io]the administrator (evaluatee) who will ¢ : seals and
N
tally the results. Discussion of the results shou!' * place 't a date
]

'

and time esfﬁblished by mutual agreement.,
Anoth r group which should be included in ad'. * rwnior evaluation

is fellow peecis. The administrator, when up for = mal evaldation, should

be evaluated at least once, durinz the year by one or two of/his fellow

peers selected by mutual agreement between the immediate supervisor and

the administrator (evaluatee). Disperc . and collection of the evaluation
forms.should follow the same procedures as outlined for the teacher eval-
uations. Pec. cyaluation should bé used only when the admipsitrator is
up for formal evaluation. |

One ’*nél‘éroqp which should be included in administrator evaluation
18 students. The administragor, when up for formal ~valua: »n, should be
evaluated at Lleast once pei’year'by,a small samplz of students. The best
method” for selecting tﬁe sample of students is a simple-random technique.

With the exception of the ssample proceduir, the student evaluation pro-

cedure will follow exactly the same procedure as butlined.for teacher

~
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evaluations, Siudent'evaluations, like teacher evaluations and peer .eval-
uations, should be used onl; when the administra?or is up for féimal eval-
uation. All administrator evaluations, whether fofmal or informal, should
pé completed and turned ih by March 31. This will allow‘émple time for

discussion of the results and appeals procedures.

The- Appeals Procedure

Tne appeals procedure for administrators will bé exactly the same as
that outliﬁed for teachers on page 72, and the same committee (EPRAC) ﬁill
be used for both teacher and administrétor afpeals.' A new EPRAC .should bg
electéd each year. Ideally no one should‘be allowed to repeat until*evefy

staff member has served at least one turn qB the committee,

The Evaluative Criteria-Administrators

The following list of criteria was determined by a survey of a rep-
resentative sample of teachers and administrators throughout the commun-
ity colleges of North Carolina. They have been divided into fwo ma jor

categoties: (1) Management performance and (2) Responsibilities as a mem-

PN

.
ber of the college comﬁunity.

«

Evaluative Criteria for Administrators
I. Criterlia for Evaluation of Management Performance
A,  Management performance—departmental
1. Develop in writing . - :
a. Long-range goals for area of responsibility (con-
sistent with the school's mission§
Short-range goals for area of responsibility
Organizational plans and procedures to attain goals
set for department .
2. Organize staff (personnel) to obtain goals set for depa“t—

ment

B. Management performance—personnel
1. Develop in writing -
a. Job descriptions for each staff position
b. Job specifications
2. Make Jjob assignments according to specifications
3. Require staff to develop written performance objectives
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L4, Evaluate staff members each year and make firm recommen-

dations ,
5. Arrange in-service experience for staff members as need

becomes apparent

Hanagement performapce-personal "
1. Demonstrate adequate knowledge in his specialty
2. Is punctual in attending scheduled meetings (office
- hours, appointments, faculty-staif meetings, etc
3. Request (seeks) support (budgetary, etc.) for plans
L, Establishes priorities and allocates time According to
these priorities

5. Observes a reasonable and demanding schedule

6. Develops (in writing) performance objectives gtated in
measurable outcomes A

7. Develops (in writing) a program (reading, etc.) to keep
up with the latest developements in speciality

8. Submits his plans in conference and in writing to super-

visor -~
9. Submits plans in conference and in writing to staff

II. Responsibility as a Member of the Collagze Community

1.
2

3.

Is punctual in attending scheduled meetings (office hours.
appointments, faculty-staff meetings, etc.)

Properly and promptly performs routlne administrative duties
(reports, forms, etc.

Shows evidence of professional growth by participating in
such activities as: i

a. Internal adevelopment workshops

b. Community collese/professionally sponsored workshops -

¢, Conferences or seminars whenever possible

d. Courses of related study .
e. Local, state, and national organizations
Participates in Zhe development and evaluation of the phil-
osophy, objectives, policies, and procedures of the institu—

tion
Participates in evaluation of management techniques and

management effectiveness

Participates in evaluation of instructional programs in

teaching effectlveness
Uses his professfonal skills and ‘abilities in communi ty

‘affairs

Participstes ' student advisory programs
Serves as sponsor-advisor for any student organization
officially recognized by the institution ,
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ADMINISTRATOR EVALUATIONkFORM

Name of Administrator Date Form Completed

Position

The following questionnaird /;’omat is of a YiS5-NO type asking whether a
particular administrator performance did or did nat occur. If you feel
vour knowledrme on a particular question is insufficient to answer yes or
no, please check the DON'T KNOW column.

The purpose of this evaluation is to help the adminlstrator improve his
nerformance, so please be frank but be honest in your responses. Do not
.identify yourself on this form. After completing this form, seal it in
a folder and put it in the immediate supervisor's mail boxe

1. Immediate Supervisor . 3. Self | 5. Peer
2. Administrator's Staff 4., Teacher 6. Students

DID THE ADMINISTRATOR:

I. Manasement parformance-departmpntal ' YES - NO DON'T

i. Develop (in.writing) long-range- goale for . KNOH““

area of responsibility. (coneistent with
the school®s mission)?

2. Develop short-range oals for area of res-~
ponsibility (in writing)?

3. Dévelop (in writing) organizational plans
and procedures to attain goals set for de-
partment?

b, Organize staff (pereonnel) to obtain goals
set for department?

-———

iI, hanagemnnt perforﬁance ~personnel

1, Develop (in writing) job descriptione for
‘each staff position?

2. Develop (in writing) job specifications?

3. Make job assignments according to speci-
fications?

b, Require staff to develop written perform-
ance obJective%7

%, . Evaluate staff members each year and make
firm recommendations?

6. Arrange in-service experience for staff
members 88 need becomes apparent?

p ._,‘ ‘ .E)E;'



DID THE ADMINISTRATOR:

ITI. Management performance-personal YES NO DON'T

1. Demonstrate adeéuate knowledge in his Know

specialty? “

' 2. Request (seeks) support (budgetary, etc. )
for his plans? )

3. Establish priorities and allocate time ac-
cording to these priorities? .

' 4, Observe a reasonable and demanding schedule?

5. Develop (in writing) performance objectives
stated in behavioral outcomes? C

6. "Develop (in writing) a program (reading, .
etc.) to keep up with the latest developments «
in his specialty? e

7. Submit his plans in conference and in writing
- to supervisor?

8. Submit his plans in con{erence and in writing
to staff? : LI :

ng Responsibility as.a Member of the College Gommunity

1. Attend all scheduled meetings punctually
(office hours, appointments, etc.)?

2. Properly and promptly perform routine admin-
- istrative duties’(reports, forms, etc.)? .

3. Show evidence of professional growth by par-
ticipating in such actjivities as:

Internal development workshops

Community college/professionally spon-
. sored workshops ,

Conferences or seminars whenever possible
Courses of related stﬁdy
Local, state, and national-organizations

4. Participate in the de oment and evalua-
tion of the philosoph;, vbjectives, policies,
and procedures of the institution?

5. Pariicipate in ev-luation of management
techniques and management effectiveness?

6. Participate in evaluation of irstructional
! programs in teaching effectiveness?

7. Use his professional skills and abilities in
community affairs? )

8. Participate in student advisory programs?

. 9. Serve as sponsor-advisor for any student
organization officially recognized by the

institution? Co -
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FIELD-TESTING OF THE EVALUATION SYSTEMS
: . and- &
PROCEDURES y
' Introduction

The filed-test of the Criterion Referenced Evaluation Systems
For Faculty and Administrators in Techmical Institutes/Community
.Lblleges was conducted during the 1975-76 Spring Quarter and involved
a number of students, teachers and administrators at six field test sites.

" The purpose of the Field test was to answer four major qaé~tions:
(Fig. 3) . s\
: 1. Should.any of the sources for evaluation of teachers ~,
and administrators (determined. by a survey of studonts,
teachers and administrators in February, 1975) be ® .
* excluded as a source of evaluation information?
2. Should a formal-informal procedure as proposed

(previous chapter) by this research project, be "

. used?
L e 3. Can the teather instrument and the administrator
T, instrument proposed by this project, provide good

useable evaluation information from each of the
sources of evaluation?

4. Should any of the criteria listed be reworded or ‘
eliminated, and should any additional criteria be RN
added?

"Field-Test- Design

’

All 57 institutions, by a letter to each president, were asked if
they would like to participate in the field-test phase of the project.
Seven institutions.indicated a desire to participate in the field-test.
Six of the seven schools were asked to participate. The seventh
school, which had just hired a new president .and was also in the process
of occupying a new campus :at the time of the field-test, was not asked
to participate.

. Stratification demensions.of size, type of institution, and location
- (Fig. 4) do exist amoung the filed-test sités. However, this was a
matter of pure chance, since the project had no control aver which,
schools would or would not agree to participate. . e
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FIELD TEST CHART

MAJOR QUESTION

INSTRUMENT(S) T0 BE USED

SCHEDULE OF DATA COLLECTION

Should any of the
sources of evaluation
be elininated?

I, Teacher adninistrator
opinjonnaire,

1+ Opiniomnaires shodid be
conpleted and raturned by
May 9, 1976, .

Should a formal-
infurmal procedure
as proposed by this
research ptoject,
be uged’

1. Teacher/administrator
opinionnaire,

L. Opinionnaires should -he
conpleted and returned by
May 9, 1976. S p

i
|

(an ¢he teachef

~evaluation instru-

ment and the ad-

ninistrator evaly-
‘ation instrument, as

L, Teacher evaluation
instrument

2. Adnministrator evalu-
ation instrument,

I, Teacher/adninistrator

L Student evaluation shall be
completed during one
class period. |

). All other sources of |
evaluation should be o=

proposed by this opinionnaire, pleted by April 31,
project, provide ‘good, | -3 Opinionnaires should be
useable evaluation conpleted and returned by
infornaton fron each . Nay §, 197 %
of ‘the sources of evalu- ‘
ation?
| B B
Should any of the L. Teacher/adninistrator L Opinionnaires should be: 103
citeria listed be opinionnaire, completed and returned bg

changed, reworded, or

¢liminated!

May 9, 1976, -

'
!

I
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Each school that participated in the field test was asked to
test the teacher and administrator evaluatioh,instruments developed
by this rersearch as thoroughly as they cold. After testing the
instruments, a number of teachers and administrators at each field-test
gave their opinions about the evaluation procedures and instruments
"by answering the Teacher/Administrator Opinionnaire. A copy of the
Jopinionnaire 1s enclosed as Appendix :

. The opinionnaiie cuusisted of five sections. The first section
provided general information and instructions for completion of the
opinionnaire. The second section was designed to obtain demographic
information pertinent to the study, which included current ‘'status,
institution of employment, and (for teachers) thelr maJor area
(technical, vocat1ona1, etc.) of instruction.

The third section was designed to obtain data about the attitudes
of teachers and administrators toward the evaluation procedures and
instruments used in the field-test,

The fourth section was designed.-to determine which source or
sources of evaluation coiuld provide good, useable information-on each
of the criteria listed in the field-test instruments. :

The fifth armd.final section was designed to add, reword, or
eliminate criterion as deemed necessary by the teachers and adminis-

trators at the six field test sites.

-

<%
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. - FIELD-TEST ANALYSTS-
' and ‘
. * INTERPRETATIONS /// .

Characteristics of-Respondents

In the initial survey,of students, teachers,. and agginiscrators-
- characteristics of sex,’ age group, tenure, type of degrée, and type of
institution were found to be indignificant in 'rcﬂy case except one

and were not included as characteristics.
Respondent Characteristics

Relevant chafacceriséics of regpondents include.status, employing
institution, arrd area of major instructional (teachers) program, (Table 15)

-

TABLE 15 9

. ) Number of
Characteristic Respondents . Percent

7 : . < v o
: -Status .

Department Head/

Division Chairman - 21 35.6
Full-time teacher 21 i 35.6 'w
Full-time administrator , 15 25.4 .-
Failed to respond . 2 ’ 2 3.4 )
‘ ) 59 .~ 100.0 -
" Institution “ e
Guilford .20 : 33.9 N
Catawba . , S 8.5
Carteret | v Sl » 1.7 o
Anson ) o5 - 8.5 T
.-~ Caldwell . 10 _~ 10.9
Cra¥en , - 18. . © 30.5
o A 594 100.0

—

Sources of Teacher Evaluation According
To Field-Test Results

o

Respondents to thiq sectlon were asked to determine which sources
’ - could or could not use the proposed teacher instrument by indicating one
of two possible r- -'nses: (1) cannot be used and (2) can be used. (Table 16)

9
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TABLE 16 R & I
Percentage Responses, - Teacher Evalfation :
. - : ) — ——
Evalpation. Source =~ ° " Yes +No . Unclear #
) < ‘ . z X 4 .
.1, self o 30,5 0.0 69.5
2. Department Head ~oL 30.5 - 1,7 - 67.8,
3. Administrator - 15.3 * 15.3 69.5
4. Peer _ 10.2 s 203 0~ 69.5
5. 72.0 67.8 -

Student ) o 10.2

-~

L v
The sources in Table 16;ha%e been ranked according to the percentage
of positive responses received by each gource. The unclear column was
a'reqult of the respondent ‘ﬁtting check marks instead of ‘a one or )
a two in the space provided. In most casés, it appears ‘the respondent
was checkingr'those sources he felt could be used; however, the few
who appeared to be answering No made it .necessary to place all check
mark responses in the unclear column., As can be seen from Table 16,7
most responses -were unclear. ‘For purposes .of this regearch, the unclear
responges were considered as no - responses. The only two sqQurces,
using the field-test instrument, that received an overwhelming 'Yes"
response were Self and Department Head. The' Administrator as a source
received an.equal number-of Yes's and No's. The Peer and the Student
-'as .sources received the same percentage of Yes's, but the No response
for Peer evaluatjon was 0.1% less than double the Yes response,’ and
the No response for student evalu#tion was 1.6% better than double the
Yes resppnse. From this data, it would appear .that two of the
evaluation sources (Self and Department Head) could use the proposed
Teacher Evaluation instrument, and that, three of the sources (Administrator,
Peer, amd Studert) could not use the proposed Teacher Evaluat;on instru- -

ment. . s >
Sources'of Administrator Evaluation According - /!
To Field-Test Results ' . o . -

Respondents to this section wére asked to determine which sources
could or could not use the proposed adminisfrator,instrument by indicating
one of two possible responseés: (1) Cannot be used and (2) Can be used.

"(Table 17) ) ~
. Table 17

Percentage Resppnses - Administrator Evaluation
‘Evaluation Source Yes " No Unclear

S _ %9 % c %
1. Self ' 32.2 0.0 - 67-.8
2. Immediate Supervigsor 30.5 1.7 67.8

* 3. Teacher 18.6 13:6 67.8

4. Administrator's Staff 16.9 £ 16,97 66.1
5. Peer : 11.9 18.6 69.5
6. Student 0.0 33.9 66.1
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The sources in Table 17 have been reanked according to the percentagé
of positive responses receivgd hy each source. The unclear column
was a result of the respendent putting check marks instead of a one
"or a two in the space provided. Upon.visually -examining the results,
some chéck'marks.appegr to be Yes's and some appear to be No's. For this
. reason all check mark responses where put into the Unclear column. T
The majority of responses (Table 17) were unclear. For purposés nf this
research the Unclear responses were considered as No responses. Three
of the sources, using the Feild-Test instrument, received positive
responses. 'However, only two of those (Self and Immediate Supervisor)
* ' were clearly Yes responses. The third source (Teacher) had only a
5% margin 'over the No respodses. A forth source. ( Administrator's Staff)
received an equal number of Yes and No responses. The last ‘two source3
(Peer and Student) both had an excess of No responses. The student source
actually had no Yes responses. From'this data, it appears that two of '
the sourcee (Self and Immediate Supervisor) could use the proposed
administrator evaluationh instrument, that a third source (Teacher) could
possibly use the Administrator instrument, and that the last three sources
+ . (Administrator's Staff, Peer, and Stqdent)'could‘not use the proposed
Administrator evaluation instrument. = : . e

B

~

Formal-Informal Evaluation: ' N

"

Respondents to this section were asked: do you feel that a formal-’
informal evaluation process, as proposed by this research project,
1s a good idea? Those who answered "Yes" were asked: how often should
a formal-informal evaluation be conducted?(Table 18) : '

o

1

TABLE 18
Formal-Informal Evaluation _
".Variable . 1Is Forméi-Informal- ' - How>0ften?
o Process a Goffid Idea? . %
- . b . "—‘.‘ z - . ' -
YES . 64.4. o -
NO , +28.8
NO-RESPONSE 6.8 '
Once/Two Years _ ' .5&.2 .
Once/Three Years o . - . 6.8
Once/Four Years- S 1.7
.Once/Five Years 1.7
- 35.6

No-Response

As can be seen from Table 18, 64.4% felt that the formal-informal
process, as porposed by this research project, was a good idea. From i >
those responding 'Yes", 54.2% felt a formal evaluation should be conducted

: < : : g :

* every twg years.

</

-
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The Proposed Evaluation Instrumeni®

The respondents to this section were asked; can the teacher
evaluation instrument and the administrator evaluation instrument
provide good, useable evaluation data from ANY of the sources of
evaluation? Fifty-point-eight per cent said No, 44.1 per cent said’
Yes, and 5.1 per cent d¥3 not respond. It appears, from the above data
and the data in Tables' 16 & 17, that the proposed teacher evaluation
instrument and the proposed administrator evaluation instrument should
be limited to use’ by the first two sourdes (Table 16) of teacher
ewaluation and to .use by the first two sources (Table 17) of the

administrator evaluatlon. : - \
N\

N

Teacher Criteria—Field—Test Results

Respendents to this section were asked to indicate which soutce
or sources could provide good, useable evaluation information on each
~of the criteria by placing X's in the spaces provided by each of the
criteria or to leave all spaces blank if they felt none of the
sources could use the criterio.n.

For purposes-of this research all responses of 56% or better were
considered positive and all responses of 44% or less were considered
negative. - Those fa111ng on, or between were rerported as. slightly
positive or negatlve deperniding on their p051t10n above or below the

50% p01nt.

& The criteria llstegiln Table 19 were determlned by a survey
of teachers and administrators throughout the NCTI/CCS in February,
1975. (Table 13) The evaluation in&trument developed from the
1975 survey was field-tested during the Spring Quarter 1976.- Results
of the F1e1d-Test are shown in .Table 19. '

»

 TABLE 19

TEACHER CRITERIA - FIEID-TEST RESULTS

<
Responses % : Criteria -
Department Head (DH) Student (ST) . Self (SF) Administrator (A) Peer (P)

&
DH ST - SF A
76.3 . 78.0 a. Develop in writing clearly defined and appro-
z priate goals.
76.3 74.6 - b. Develop in writing an outline for each instruc-
' tional program. .-
61.0 71.2 c. Develop in wrlting major (quarterly) objectives
. for each course and state them in behavioral éutcomes.
61.0 d. Develop in writing minor (waekly) objectives for
each course and state them in behavioral outcomes.
62.7 71.2 e. Evaluate textbooks, equipment, and supplies and

: . . recommend choices for adoption by dates spec1fied
by the 1nstitution. - )

A
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TABLE 19 Conr't

TEACHER CRITERIA -~ FIELD-TEST RESULTS

Responses %  Criteria
Nepartment Head (DH) Student (ST) SeIf (SF) Administrator (A) Peer(P)

DH ST SF A ] ;
55.9 50.8 69.5 f. Fstablish in writing clearly defined grading
. procedures and standards in accordance with the
grading. policy of the institution.
45.8 61.0 g. Use pretesting procedures and instruments to
' ascertain student's academic needs.
54.2 72.9 h. Select learning resources appropriate to the
o spécified learning objectives.
49.2 78.0 - i. Develop instructional strategies to enable
‘ ' ' students” to achieve learnlng objectives.
72.9 . j. Develgp in writing thorough lesson plans for each
instructional sassion. - B
. 66.1 71.2 k. Communicate at a level appropt1ate to the ability-
’ . ~~——  of students to understand. )
‘ 86.4. 1.” Téach by own cbjectives developed for course.
76.3 76.3 m. Show concern for student's academic welfare.
61.0 72.9 n. Give each student:a copy of the course outline,
_ . objectives, and method of grading.
‘ T o. Ask students to state their purpose(s) and
’ objectives (in writing) for taking this course.
P. 2sk students to state how they intend to accom-
. : ' . ' plish (in writing) their objectives. ’
S - 45.8 74.6 g. Use instructional strategies to enable students
. to achieve learning objectives. ‘
44.1 72.9 r. Use available learnlng resources approprlate :
to specified learning objectives.
64.4 84.7 . s. Evaluate student performance and review results
. promptly.
84.7 ti{ Collect and use feedback from experience with
students to revise and update both content and
. methodology. .
45.8 78.0 " u. Use evaluative\procedures which measure the degree
to which the student has achieved the goals and,
. _ bjectives of the course.
71.2 76.3 45.¢ v. At=end all scheduled meet1n o Qunctually (class,
Tabs, faculty-staff meetfhgs, etc.) .
69.5 67.8 49.2 w. Perform routine -administrative duties (reports,

forms, grades, etc.) properly and promptly. .

BN .
[
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TABLE 19 Con't

N
TEACHER CRITERIA - FIELD-TEST RESULTS
—

Responses % Criteria

Department Head (Dd) Student (ST) Self (SF) Administrator (A) Peer (P)

DH ST SF  .a K

64.4 78.0 45.8 x. Show evidence of professional growth by

' o participating in such activities as: Internal
development. workshops, community college/pro-
fessionally sponsored workshops, conferences or
seminars whenever possible, courses of related
study, local, state, and National organizations.

69.5 71.2 62.7 y. Participate in the development and evaluation

’ of the philosophy, objectives, .policies,and
Procedures of the institute. ’

72.9 ) 78.0 . z. Accept“divisional responsibil‘ties (serving on
‘ divisional committees, additional teaching loads,

; etc.) . 3 ‘ L

72.9 76.3 aa.Participate in evaluation of instructional

programs and teaching effectivenéss in the depart-
. ment or division. S V
- 67.8 74.6 64.4 bb.Serve on college-wide committees.
) 61.0 71.2 cc.Particip2le in student advisory programs andy
- * or sponsor-advise any student organization
: . officially recognized by the institution.
47.5 71.2 dd.Use his professional skills and abilities‘in
community affairs.

y

Careful examination of Table 19 reveals serveral interesting facts.
One of the more obvious facts is that the Peer- (P) source of evaluation is
' not shown in the Responses % column which means that the percentage
response to Peer evaluation on each criterion was less than 44%. A second
~ fact is that the Self (SF) sources of evaluation received a 61.0% or better
response on every criterion except (0) and (p). We also find that criterion
(o) and (p) failed to receive a single positive response for any of the
sources. A fourth fact is that the Department Head (DH) source of evaluation
received positive responses on all cf the broad instructional preparation
S%criteria and on all of the institutional responsibility criteria except one.
Table 19 also shows that the Student (ST) source of evaluation received only
five responses above 50.0%, and that-the Administrator (B). source of evaluation
“had only two responses better than 50.0%. ' -
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It appears, from the data in Table 19, that the proposed evaluation
instrument could be used by the teacher as a quideline for the  development
of his objectives and as a means of agreement between the teacher and
department head on the major (broad) instructional and institutional

objectives.

Administrator Criteria - Field-Test Results

Respondents to this section were asked to indicate which source
or sources could provide good, useable evaluation information on each
of the criteria by placing X's in the spaces provided by each of the
criteria or to leave all spaces blank if they felt none of the

~sources could use the criterion.

For purposes of this research all r:sponses of 56% or better were . «
considered positive and all responses o: 44% or less were considered
negative. Those falling on, or between were reported as slightly
positive o} negative depending on their pos1t10n above or below the

50% point.: e

. The criteria listed in Table 20 were determined by a survey of
teacners and administrators throughout the NCTI/CCS in February, 1975.
(Table 14). The evaluation instruméent developed from the 1975 'survey was
field-tested durlng the Spring: Quarter, 1976. Results of the Field-
Test are shown in Table 20. . ,

TABLE 20

ADMINISTRATOR CRITERIA — FIELD-TEST RESULTS

Responses % " m Crlterla

Immediate (IS) Admlnistrator s (AS) Self (SF) Teacher (T) Peer (P) Student (ST)
Supervisor staff : . i
IS  AS SF . . -

€9.5 44.1 57.6 a. Develop (in writing) long-range goals for area of o
responsibility (consistent of the school's mission). T

© 59,3 55.9 b. Develop short-range goals for area of responsibility /
(in writing). /
61.0 - 55.9 c. Develop (in writing) organizational plans and procedures

‘ to attain goals sc¢t for department.
64.4 55.9 62.7 4. Organize staff (personnsl) to obtain goals set for /
. department.
66.1 49.2 61.0 e. Develop (in writing) job descrlptlons for each staff/
i - position. ;
62. 7 50.8 57.6 f. Develop (1n writing) job spec1f1cat10ns. ' ‘/
61.0 54.2 5%.3 g. Make job a551gnments accordlng to specifications.
49.2 49.2 4.2 h. Rgquire staff to develop written performance objectives.
61.0 47.5 61.0 i. Evaluate staff members each year and make f1rm recom-
: " mendations. :

111 o
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TABLE 20 con't

ADMINISTRATOR CRITERIA' — FIELD-TEST RESUT.TS v .

(48
m—

¢

Immediate (IS) Admlnlstrator s (AS) Self (SF) Teacher (T) Peer (P) Student (ST)
Supervisor Staff

Is AS SF -
64.4 61.0 59.3 J. Arrange in-service experlence for staff members as need
be&omes apparent.
62.7 49.2 61.0 k. E:monstrate adequate knowledge in his specialty.
67.8 61.0 1. \ quest (seeks) support (budgetary, etc.) for his plans.
62.7 . 64.4 m. Estgblish priorities and allocate time according to
these priorities.
57.6 47.%2 55.9 n. Observe a reasonable and demandlng schedule.
69.5 52.5 o. Develop (in writing) performance objectives stated in
behavioral outcomes. .
52.5' p. Develop (in writing) a program (reading,etc.) to keep
up with the latest developments in his specialty.

. 55.9 57.6 g. Submit his plans in conference and 1n writing to e
. supervisor. : i
52.5 54.2, r. Submit his plans in conference and in writing to staff.
66.1 67.8 s. Attend all scheduled meetings punctually (office hours,
appointments, etc.)
69.5 . 62.7 t. Properly and promptly perform routine administrative
. ' duties (reports, forms, etc).
66.1 - 67.8 u. Show evidence of professional growth by participating

in such activities as: Internal development workshops,
community college/profess1ona11y sponsored workshops,
conferences local, state, and national organlzat;ons.

69.5 66.1 v. Participate in the development and evaluation of the
philosophy, policies, and precedures of the institution.

59.3 54.2 w. Participate in evaluation of management tethnlques and
management effectiveness. ) ; .

54.2 66.1 x. Participate in evaluation~of instructional programs

in teaching effectiveness.
61.0 vy. Use his professional skills and abilities in. community

- affairs. . : R
. 47.5 57.6 z. Participate in student adv1sory programs. S
45.8 55.9 aa. Serve as sponsor—adv1sor for any student organization

officially recognized by the institution.

]

Examination of Table 20 reveals a number of interesting facts. The
first and most obvious fact is that tbe last three sources of evaluation,
(Teacher, Peer, and Student) are not shown in the Responses % column which .
-means that the percentage response to the last three sources on each criterion
- was less than 44.%. A second fact is that the Self (SF) sources of evalua-
tion received a"52.5% or better responses on every criterion: A third fact is

112 o
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that the Immediate Supervisor (IS) source of evaluation received a response of
54.2% or better on all but six of the criteria. We also find that the

. Administrator's Staff (AS) sources of evaluation received eleven reportable
‘scores; four of which where above 50.8%. '

It appears, from the data in Table 20, that the proposed evaluation
instrument could be used by the administrator as a guideline for the
development of his objectives and as a means of agreement between the
administrator and department head on the personal and institutional “
objectives.

Attitudes Toward the Criteria Selected for use in the field—Test

Respondents to this section were asked for their opinions about
each criterion by indicating one of four descxiptive scales: (1) should
be eliminated, (2) needs a great deal of mod*flcatlon, (3) should be
reworded, and (4) okay as stated. If the response was a 3 or a 2,

, each respondent was askad to indicate any rewording or changes. Only
- responses of 20% or better have been shown in Table's 21 and 22. '

-

TABLE 21

ATTITUDES TOWARD SELECTED TEACHER CRITERIA |

‘e

Responses % Criteria
4 ) 3 2 1 .
Okay as Stated Should be Needs a great de Should be eliminated
reworded - of modificationaih\\\\\.
4 1
71.2 a. Develop in wr1t1ng clearly defined and appro—'
priate goals.
72.9 . b. Develop in wrlting an outline for each instruc—
tional program. -
57.6 - c. Develop in writing major (quarterly) objectives.
o for each course and state .them in behavioral outcomes.
22.0 42.4 d. Develop in wrltlng minor. (Veekly) objectives for
each course and state them in behavioral outcomes.
76.3 e. Evaluate textbooks, equipment, and supplies and
' recowaend .choices for adoption by dates spec1fied B
s ~ : hy the institution.
61.0 T {. Establish in writing clearly def1ned graulng

procedures and standards in accordance w1th the
grading policy of the institution.

57.6 : 'g. Use pretestlng procedures and instrumernts to .
_— ascertain student's académic needs.
57.6 =" h. select 1earn1ng~reseurces—approprlate to the
LTl specified learning objectives.
49,25 i.. Develop instructional strategies to enable

{' o students tdo achieve ledrning objectives.

<
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TABLE 21 Con'

ATTITUDES TOWARD SELECTED HER CRITERIA

Responses % Criteria

4 3 . 1 .
okay as Stated Should be Needs/a grsat deal Should be eliminated
reworded of modificdation '
4 : 1 : . P
35.6 28.8 j. Develdp in writing thorough lesson plans for each
. _ instructional session.
79.7 k. Communicate at a level approprlat- to the ability
. of ‘students to understand.
50.8 1. Teach by own obJectlves developed for course.
76.3 m. Show concern for student's.academ:c welfare.
74.6 . n. Give each student a copy of the course outline,
objectives, and method of grading.
22.0 52.5 o. Ask student to state their purpcse(s) and .
: objectives ((in writing) for taking this course.
- 57.6 - p. Ask students to state how they intend to accom-:
: plish -(in writing) their objectives.
52.5 ¥ d..Use instructional’ strategies to enable students
' ) to achieve learning objectives.
67.8 . r. Use available learning raesources appropr;ate
~ to specified learning objectlves.
81.4 S. Evaluate student performance and review ‘ftesults
promptly. ‘
66.1 €. Collect and use. reedback from experience with
: students to revise and update both content and '
) : ' methodology.
61.0 . » u. Use evaluative procedures which measure the degree_
P . - to which the student has achieved the goals ‘and
. objectives of “the course.
83.1 B v. Attend all scheduled meetings punctually (class,
. labs, faculty-staff meetings, etc.)
84.7 . W. Perform routine administrative duties (reports,
" . forms, grades, étc.) properly and promptly.
72.9 T ox. Show evidence of professional growth by participating

in such’ activities as: Internal development work-
shops, community college/professionally sponsored
dworkshops, conferences or seminars whenever pos-"'
sible, courses of related study, local, state, and -
national organizations. - {

59.5 Y. Part1c1pate in the development and evaluation
of the philosophy, objectives, policies, and
procedures of the institute. .

78.0 ) z. Accept divisional responsibilities (serving on
divisional committees, additional teaching. loads,
etc.)

o 114
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. TABLE 21 Con't

¢ ATTITUDES TOWARD SELECTED TEACHER CRITERIA

Responses % L ‘ _Criteria
4 .3 2 ' ’ 1
Okay as Stated Should be - Needs a great deal " Should be eliminated
- reworded of modification ‘
4 1l .- . . .
s 69.5 - ) aa. Participate in evaluation of instructional

programs and’ teaching effectivehess in the depart=-
ment or division.

76.3 : bb. Serve on college-wide committees.

61.0 cec. Participate in student advisory pPrograms and/

' or sponsor-advise any student organization officially

s recognized by the institution. .

55.9 ' dd. "Use his professional sk1lls and ab111t1es in
vommun~ty affairs. v

\

TABLE 22

ATTITUDES TOWAﬁD SELECTED ADMINISTRATCR CRITERIA

Responses % : ‘ - _ - Criteria
4 . 3 2 1
Okay as Stated Should be  Needs a great deal Should be eliminated
' reworded . of modification = - :
4 -' 1 - ‘ ks . E - ‘
"76.3 | a. Develop in writing long-range gmals for area
" of respon51b111ty (consistent of the school s
mission. )
64.4 - b. Develop shor L-range goals for area of respon-
sibllity (in writing).
52.3 . . €. Develop in writing organlzatlonal Plans and
) procedures to attain goals set for department.-
79.7 ' d. Organize staff (personnel) to obta1n goals set
for department. - .
71.2 L e. Develop in writing  job descrlptlons for each
o . . staff -position. . :
66.1 _ ’ f. Develop in wrlﬁlng job specifications.
62.7 g. Make job assignments according to specifications.
44.1 25.47 h. Require staff to develop written performance
’ objectlves .

11 .




T 22 Con't .
e?%E Con't . N \\\

ATTITUDES TOWARD SELECTEC ADMINISTRATOR CRITERIA ..

7kesponses %
4
Ckay as Stated

4 1
78.0

81.4 i,

72.°
"6

72.9
omitted on print out
" 47.5 25.4

A

33.9  ° 30.5

| "52.5  22.0
55.9
76.3

76.3

¢

.79.7

71,2 N

W “

66:5\\\’
59.3 .
L

s

. . '59.,3
45.8- 25. 4

Should be
reworded

) . Criteria RN
R -2 ' 1
Needs a great deal Should be eliminated
¥ of modification .

i. Evaluate staff members each year and make .

firm recommendations.

j- Arrange in=service experience for staff members
as need becomes apparent.

k. Demonstrate adequate knowledge in his spec1alty.
1. Request (seeks) support (budgetary, etc.) -
for his plans. .

m. Establish- priorities and allocate time accor-
ding to these priorities.-

n. Cbserve a reasonable and demanding schedule.

o. Develop in writing performance objectlves . -,
stated in behavioral outcomes.

p. Develcp in writing a program (reading, etc. )

.to keep up with the latest developments in N . 2
his spec1a1ty. - - PR
q. Submlt his v"_ns in’ conference 7nd in writing

to superv1sor

r. Submit his plans in conference and in writing

to staff. -~ . )

S. Attend all scheduled meetinc punctually (office
hours, appointments, etc.). .

t. Properly and promptly perform routlne admln-

- istrative duties (reports, forms, etc)
" v. Show evidence of professional growth by partici-

patlng in such activities as: Internal development
workshops, community college/profe551ona11y
sponsored workshops, -confegences or siminars when-
ever possible, courses of related study, local,
state, and national organizations. .

v. Participate in the development and evaluatlon

of the philosophy, policies, and procedures of

the institution.

w. Part1c1pate in evaluatlon of management
techniques and management effectiveness.

'x. Participate in evaluation of instructional programs
. in teachlng effectiveness.

Y. Use his profe551ona1 skills and &bili t1es in
community affairs. - )

z. Participate «in student advisory programs.

aa. Serve as sponsor-advisor for any student organlza-,
tion officially recognized by the 1nst1tut10n.
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As can be seen'from Tables'.21 and 22, only two of the fouw

- possible categories received scores (20% or bettér) large enough to

report. Every teacher criterion except (p.) and every administrator
criterion received reportable scores in the fourth (Okay as stated)
category. Four of the teacher criteria (d,j,a, and p) and five of the
administrator critéria (h,o,p,q and aa) received reportable scores in
the first.(Shopld be eliminated) category. Three of the teacher scores
(d,- o & p) where high enough to eliminate them as criteria for teacher
evaluation. None of the administrator criteria received scoures high
enough to eliminate them, however, the responses in the first and
fourth categories for criterion (p) were so .close that a revisign or
rewording should be considered. -
* ’
Limitations
" - . a0 T . . .
The ‘field-test data presented in.this report, at the very best, must
be considered as good indicators. of the teacher and administrator .
opinions since thére were a number. of limiting factors. : §

i

[

~ .

The first limiting factor was the method of choosing-the field-
test sites on a voluntary basis. This automatically biased ‘the results *
since volunteers have a more favorable attitude toward evaluation than
Jnon—volunteers.a‘Another limiting factor was the choice of the Spring
quarter as’fge time period for the field-tést., Wi n the-end of
quarter, end of the fiscal year, and summer végﬁtions coming up, it
just increased-the work load and caused a great deal of resentment.
A third limiting "factor was the length of the field-test. One quarter
did not provide the time needed to thoroughly test the proposed evalu-
ation procedures and instruments. A {ourth limiting factor ig that very
few of ‘the teachers .and administrators studied the’ proposed evaluation
Procedures, and*as a result their answers on the  teacher/administrator
opinionnaire are based more on their opinions than actual field-test
results. A fifth limiting factor is that only 59 out of 180 teacher/
administrator opinionnaires were retufned. A sixth limiting factor wis
that none of the institutions actually tested the evaluation instruments
with all of the sources of evaluation. A seventh and-final limitation
was the fact that each institution conducted the field test more or
less as they felt it -should be done. Some schools used a large number
of students to test the teacher instrument wﬁiLg others used only a
handsul. -3ome schools used the.test instrument in lieu of their
own vhigﬁt:fhers used it in conjunction with their current evaluation

instrum "

- B F
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CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS

o~

T . Conclusions
~ The purpose.of this research was to develop an evaluation system, for

teachers and administrators, based upon measureable criteria. The. findings
were hased upon two separate questionnaires. The responses of 181 full-
time students, 150 full-time teachers, and 92 full-time administrators
enrolled or employed in the NCTI/CCS during the Winter quarter, 1974-75
school year. The results of the second questionnaire were based upon the
responses of 21 full-time teachers, 21 fyll time administrators, and 2
unknown respondents enrolled or employed in the NCTI/CCS during the
Spring quarter, 1975-76 school year. The findings appear to justify the
foliowing conclusions. ot .

a. Although all three groups had p051t1ve attitudes téward
evaluatlon, generally, attitudes toward evaluation were rather poor.

b. . Although most teachers belleve evaluaticns should be conducted
each year (Table 6), most teachers have very little fa1th in the evalu-
ation process.- Students and administrators, although slightly more
favorable than-teachers, appear to have very ‘little faith in the
evaluation process, also.

c. Teachers held s1gn1ficant1y lower attitudes toward evaluation
of their classroom effectiveness than either the students or administrators.

d. Attitudes toward adm1nlstrator evaluation, although positive,
;Wwere also rather poor. ,

‘ e. Teacher attitudes toward administrator evaluation were even

less favorable than they were f r teacher evaluation while the adminis-
trators were slightly. more favorable toward admwnlstrator evaluation than
toward teacher evaluation. .

f. Students felt that ‘the "student", "administrator", and "depart--
ment head" - sources of evaluation were essential to evaluation of the
teacher s classroom effectiveness. However, students placed very little
value on "peer" and "self" sources of evaluation.

g. Teacher attitudes toward the'"department head", "student" ¢
"administrator"”, and "self" sources of teacher evaluation were very
favorable, -and teachers appeared to consider them essential to any
evaluative process. They placed very little value on the "peer source
of evaluation.

. h. Administraters appeared to consider the -"student", "department
head", "administrator", and "selt" sources of evaluation essential to an
evalunation system of the teacher's classroom effectiveness. They appeared
to place very little value on the "peer" source of evaluation.

i. Teachers appeared:to con ;ider the "immedicate supervisor",
"teacher", "administrative staff", and.-"self" sources essential “to an
evaluation.system of the administrator's effectiveness on the job. °
They seemed to place little value on the peer" and "student" sources of

administrator evaluation. - )
118
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3

j. Administrators felt that the "1mmed1ate supervisor"™, "self",
"adm1n15trat1ve staff", and "teacher" sources were €ssential to an
evaluation system of the administrator's effectiveness on the job.
Administrators seemed to jufge the "peer" and "student" sources of
very little value to the evaluative process.

N k. Although the teachers and administrators appeared to consider

the "department head", "student", "administratepr", and "self" sources of
evaluation essential to teacher evaluation, they both felt that the "self™"
and "department head" sources of evaluation were the only sources that
could use the teacher evaluatlon instrument developed from the initial
research.

1. Although the administrators and teachers appeared to.consider the.
"immediate supervisor", "self", "administrative staff", and "teacher",
sources of evaluation essential to administrator evaluation, they both
felt that the "self" and "immediate supervisor" were the only sources
"that could: use the administrator evaluation instrument developed from
the iritial research. .

“ m. Based upon results from the initial survey, teachers and admlnls-
trators both had p051t1ve attitudes toward. each teacher evaluation
. criterion and each administrator evaluation criterion.: As a result,
all the® teacher criteria were included in the. feacher evaluation instru-
ment developed from this’ research, ‘and -alt the administrator criteria -
were included in the admlnlstrator eva1uat1on 1nstrument developed from

this research. ‘ §

.

Implications

The analysis of the data and *he conc1u51ons drawn therefrom
should hold a great dea1 of s1gn1f1cance for. the administrators and teachers
throughout the NCTI/CCS. The author corfsiders the follow1ng ‘to be

1mportant 1mp11cat1ons.u _ .

o~

a. The low level of attitude exhibited by students, teachers, ang -
administrators toward evaluation must come from evaluation systems
currently in use:’ Inadequately designed or incompletely designed eval-
“uation systems have contributed a great deal to the low level of attitude
toward evaluation, but the most important factor to this low level of
-attitude toward evaluatlon is the manner in which the evaluation system
is implemented. In many.cases the evaluation instrument (s) are f£ill out,
sent to the proper individuals, filed.and that is the end of it. On
the other hand some evaluation systems are built on negat1ve feed back,
and only those individuals who_are doing poorly in the eyes of the evalu-
atér: are made aware of the results. There is no doubt that the above
conditions have contributed to the low level uf attitude toward evaluation.
'b. The lack of a cledr declaration of the purpose of the evaluation:
process probably contributed a great deal to the low level of attitude .

-
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toward gvaluation. The primary functlon of the communlty college/ "
technical institutes is teaching, and therefore, the primary purpose should .
be to improve c1a“sroom*teach1ng, rather than any number of other frequently
used purposes. A declaration of the purpose . of evaluation will go a long
way toward improving attitudes toward evaluation, particularly among teachers.
Cc. Based on the results and conclusions of the’ initial survey, students,
teachers, department heads, and administrators shculd be included in the
teacher evaluation process. In view of this, evaluation systems must be
developed with the involvement of all the groups mentioned.above. Al-
though all of the above groups hould be involved in teacher evaluation,
field-test results indicate that ‘a single evaluation instrument cannot
provide good, useable evaluation data from all of the sources.
d. Based on the results and concluslons of the initial survey, -

immediate- supervisors, admifistrators, admlnlstrators staffs, and

teachers should be included in the administrator evaluat1on process. In'
view of this, evaluation systems must be developed ‘with the 1nvolvement of
all the groups mentioned aboge. However, as with the. teacher system, field-
test results indicate that a single evaluation instrument cannot provide
good, useable evaluation data from all of the sources.

e. The "peer" source of evaluatlon was also perceived. to have a
pos1t1ve ‘role in the teacher evaluatioh process. Although "paer"
eyaluatlon appears to be a very logical, valueable sources, further
research should be conducted using an instrument spec1f1ca11y designed
for "peer" ‘evaluation before 1nc1ud1ng or exc1ud1ng the "peer" source
from the teacher, .evaluation- process. . - R

f. The peer" and “"student" sources of evalvation were also per-
ceived to have rositive roles in the administrator evaluat1on process.

However, further research, with instruments specially designcd for, each

group, is suggested before rncIudlng or excludlng the "peer" and/or the

"student" sources of evaluation.

= g. Based upon the field-test esults, it appears that ‘all but three < ,
of the ‘teacher criteria are okay-as-stated. Of the threg that are
questlonable, it appears that two should: be ‘eliminated as criteria,
ind the third should be rewritten.

h'. Based upon the field-test, it appears that all of the administra- o
tor criteria are okay-as-stated. '
.. i. The field-test results :.-erci to 1hd1cate that the list of teacher
criteria and-.the list of admin.strator criteria presented by this project
were all inclusive. However, it is safe to assume that thirty or so criteria
cannot p0551b1y cover all of the numerous and large varieties: of responsibil-
ities*and activities of the community college teacher and/or administrator.

j. Based on the field- ~test, results, it also appeared that most teaéhers
and adnlnlstrators felt that the. evaluatlon instruments requvred every
teacher and adm1n1strator to have d written objéctive for every single one
of their respective criteria. However, the probability of an individual
teacher or administrator having job duties and act1v1t1es c0vered by every
one of the criteria is highly un11ke1y. ’

e ———
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/ ' k. Based upon the field-test, it appeared that the teacher evaluation
'/4" instrument and the administrator evaluation instrument could be used by -
the "self" &nd "departmeht head" sources of evaluation and the "self" and
e "immediate supervisor" sources of evaluation respectively.

l. Finally, the inclusion of the other sources for teacher and
administrator evaluation will probably require the usé of other instruments
specifically designed for each source of evaluation. Instrwnents for the
various sources of .evaluation, .prépared from this research or selected.
from other research materlal can be found in thg appendlces.

One final conc1u51on tHgt\can be drawn from this research study is
that the teacher and. admlnlstrator criteria can be used as.good, valid
evaluation criteria. mhis“f.helu51on is based on the fact that everv ‘single
teacher and administrator c "ter;en rece:ved a positive scoxe of 3.0
or better on the initial sur ry, an&-thevfact that almost all of the
teacher -and administrator crigeria’ wereMﬂudged to be okay-as-stated by
the field-test sites. The~4Astruments proposed by this study merely .
represent one method of using the criteriy determined by this research. ‘. )

e
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APPENDICES

Appendix A. Survey Instrument
A

- EVALUATION QUESTIONNAIRE

" I. GENERAL INFORMATION. This is a questionnaire designed to obtain
information about evaluation of teachers and administrators in the
community colleges and téchnical institutes in North Carolina. Please
read all parts carefully and be sure to complete all questions that
apply to you. Please note that some questions are restricted to spe-
cific groups. Such questions are annotated and you should not com-
plete them unless you are a part of the group(s) indicetea. .In those
questions asking how you feel about specific items, please give Yyour
real attitude . all times. When you have completed the question-
naire, please check to make sure all questions that apply to you have
been answered; then place it in the self-addressed envelope end drop
it in the mail. Do not place your name on the questionneire.

L

II. DEFINITIONS. The following terms are defined in order for your
complete understanding of the questions. Teacher effectiveness refers
to the extent that the teacher acts in ways in the classroom that are
favorable to the development of basic skills, understendings, work
habits, desirable attitudes, value judgments, and adequate personal
adjustment of students. Evaluation is used to mean a formal rating
involving use of structured instruments and/or procedures conteining
criteria as determined useful to and describable of administrators end

" *  teachers,

III. BIOGRAPHICAL INFORMATION., The following information 1s necess
sary in order to completely analyze your opinions along with those of
the others that have been included in this survey. Please reed each
question carefully and cledrly place in the box provided the number of
the response which best answers the question. Question "H" is an
exception and requires you to fill in the appropriete block. " :

A. What is your current status with the community college or tech-
nical institute? N

4

l. Full-time student 3, Full-time administrator
2. Full-time teacher '




B.

D.

E.

GC

H.

’\ 1,

Sex?
l. Male
2, Female
Race?
1; Black
2, American Indian
Age?
1. Less than 20 ' 4,
2. 20-22 5.
6.

3. 2325

(FOR STUDENTS ONLY)

1, Colleée transfer
2. General education
3. Technical

(FOR ADMINISTRAIORS AND TEACHERS ONLY)

do you cutrently hold?

1. High school diploma,
equivalent, or less
Assoclate degtee

2,

‘(FOR TEACHERS ONLY)
majo' area of instruction?

College transfer
‘2. General education
3. Technical

/ . 108

/

/
3. White
4, Other (specify)
26-29 7. 50-59
30-39 8. 60-65
40-49 9., Over 65

In what prugram are you currently enrolled?

4,
3.

Vocational
Other

What degree (bighest)

£

BS or BA

4, Master's degree .
5. Doctorate :

In which of the following ptogtams is your

Vocational
Other

4,
S.

(FOR ADMINISTRATORS AND TEACHERS ONLY) How much experience do

you have in each of the following areas?
experience to the nearest full year.)

(Please enter your

' : Teacﬁing mi
e — | __Exp. Exp. ' Exp.
1. Grades K-8 3
2.| Grades 9-12
3.| Community College/
| Technical Institute
4, Junior College
5.| 4=Year Institution -
6. | Business/Industry/
i Professional

7. Military.
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I. (FOR ADMINISTRATORS AND TEACHERS ONLY) How long have you been
employed In that capacity in your current institution ané in
. any similar position in the North Carolina Community College

System?

l. Less than 5 years 3. Over 10 years
2. 5-10 years .

J. (FOR ADMINISTRATORS AND TEACHERS ONLY) Does your institution
" have an evaluation instrument and/or evaluation procedure for

geachers?
1. No
2. Yes

3. Don't know

K. (FOR ADMINISTRATORS AND TEACHERS ONLY) Does your institution
have an evaluation instrument and/or evaluation procedure for

administrators?

. 1. " No
2. . Yes
3. Don't know

IV. This section of the questionnaire is designed to obtain data
about your attitude toward formal evaluation of the.classroom effec- .
tiveness of teachers and the competence of administrctors. Please
read each question carefully and check either "Yes, in mnst cases" or
:No, in most cases, whichever morc clearly describes your fecelinn

_ about the statement. In answering these questions, evdluation nécq;
not be interpreted as evaluation by any particuler individecl or
group, or any combination of individuals or groups.

L. (FOR STUDENTS, TEACHERS AND ADMINISTRAIORS)

Yes, in No, in
mcat cases [mos8t cases

1. 18 evaluation an effective means

of improving the competence of a -
 teacher? o
. .
2. Are evaluations of teacher's ’//m‘\\\\\

competence accurate?

3. 1s evaluation an effective m;;;s AL
of eliminating incompetent
teachers? :

4. Should teachers be paid according | ¢
to thelr competence as determined
by evaluation?
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M.

(continued)

5. Should teaching be evaluated each
year?
Should the. teacher's reemployment
depend upon evaluation? v

7. 1s it possible to evaluate a

(FOR ADMINISTRATORS AND TEACHERS ONLY)

2.

3,

6.

7.

110

" Yes, in-

most cases

No, in
most cases

teacher's competence accurately?

Yes, in
most .cases

No, in
most cases

Is evaluation an effective means
of improving the competence of an
administrator?

Are evaluations of administrator's

competence accurate?

Is evaluation an effective means
of eliminating incompetent
administrators?

Shoulé administrators be paid
according to their competence as
determined by evaluation?

Should administrators be eval-
uated each year?

Should the administrator's re-
employment depend upon evalua-

tion? .
____-_.’———.‘—'_'_—_——_’—‘_—

Is it possible to evaluate an
administrator's competence
accurately?
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.N. 1In.your opinion, what is evaluaﬁion? (Please rate the follow-
ing definitions of evaluation in accordance with the following

scale. )

5 T4 3 2 - 1 X
Excellent Good Average Fair Poor Eliminate

a. ' an assessment of merit,

b. a method of acquiring and processing the data collected
which can be used to improve instruction and the
student 8 learning process. - v

: c. ___ an'ald of clarifying the significant goals and ~bjec~ -
’ tives of education. ‘ -
d. “‘a process for determining the extent to which students

are deVeloping in the desired ways.

e. _ asystem of quality control in which it may be deter-
mined at each step in the teaching-learning process
‘whether the process is effective or noE end 1f not,
what changes must: be made to ensure its effectiveness

befare it is too late.

IS

0. In your opinion, what is the purpose of evaluation? (Please
rate the following purposes of evaluation in accovdance with

the following scale.)

5 . 4 3 2 1 ' X
Excellent Good Average Fair Poor . Eliminate

a. to improve instruction,

b. to mafntain and improve the effectiveness of adminis-

tration,
S —
’ c. to improve task performance,

. s
—

d. to screen teachers and administrators for future
promotions and/or greater job- responsibilities,

e. ___ to differentiate teaching and administrative assign-
ments,

f.- ___ to grant meri;IOr_performance pay.

g. ;_; to provide a basis for tenure decisions.

h. to let the individual teacher or administrator know.

exactly what i1s expected of him and the degree to which
his evaluator(s) feels he is meeting his responsibili-
- tles.
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i. to provide information on the strengths and weaknesses
of individuals with the purpose of developing in-
service and job upgrading programs to strengthen the
individual in his areas of weaknesses.

to provide a variety of input information for the
‘purpose of making wise administrative decisions in
regard to the total staff, departments and 1ndividuals.

V. This section of the questionnaire 1is designed to obtain your
attitude as to what sources should be included in evaluating the
teacher's classroom effectiveness and the competence of administrators,
From the scale listed below, select the response which most. accurately
descriEes;your attitude about each of the sources, If there is en .

additional sdburce that you feel should be conoidered, pleese add it

in the space provided. . ~ 4
5 4 3 2 1
Absolutely Probably  Maybe (Inclusion Probably Absolutely
Esseritial Should Depends: on lLocal Should Should Not ~
T ' Be . = Circumstances that Not Be = = Be Included
Included Differ between " - Included C
' Institutions)

P, (FOR STUDENTS, TEACHERS AND ADMINISTRAIORS) Teachers should be
evaluated by-

a, Self (written form)

b. Peers
c. Students
|
d. Administrators

’——'_’_———‘—”—/—#,_—‘
e, ——Alumnt—(tncludes former students)

£f. Department heads

g. Outside consultants

: B Rl

h. Employers o6f former students

1, ';__ Other (specify)

Q. (FOR ‘TEACHERS AND ADMINISTRATORS ONLY) Administrators should
be evaluated by-

e.' — Self (written form)

b, Peers (other administrators)

o
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¢. ___Students . ' ’ .
d. Administraqive'séaff

e. __ Alumni (includes former students)

S Layresidents(craftsmen,businesspeople,mechanics,etc.)
‘8- ;__ Outside consultants-

h. ___ Teachers ’

i, ___-Immediate supervisorfé) ’

3. . Other (speéify)

~ Rs (FOR TEACHERS AND ADMINISTRATdﬁS ONLY) How often should you be
evaluated by each of the sources listed below? (Please place
the number designating your response in the box provided by

each source,)

1, once/quarter - 3, once/course 6. once/year - . 9. once/4 years
N ‘2, once every 4. twice/course 7. once/2 years 10, not at all

other quarter 5, twice/year 8. once/3 years

A &, Self ‘ 3 b. Peers c. Students
d. Alumni, including e. Outside £, (TEACHERS ONLY)
~ former students consultants Administrators
g. (TEACHERS ONLY) h. (TEACHERS ONLf)‘ i. (ADMINISTRATORS
Department heads Employers of for- ONLY) Teachers

mer students

.

1

- : o . |
J. (ADMINISTRATORS k. (ADMINISTRATORS 1, (ADMINISTRATORS

ONLY) Administra- ONLY) Immediate = ONLY) Lay resi-
tor's staff - supervisor dents :
17 v
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S. (FOR TEACHERS AND ADMINISTRATORS ONLY) When should your
- evaluation be conducted? (Please place the number designating
your response in the box provided by each source,)

1. within time periods -estab- 4. ‘at an unannouncéd time
‘lished by each institution 5. all of the previous
‘4 2,/ at a time specified by the statements _
./ evaluated 6. statements 2, 3, and 4
3. at a time specified by the 7. never .
evaluator(s) ,
a. Self b. Peers . ¢. Students
d. Alumni, including A e, Outside f. (TEACHERS ONLY)

former students

g. (TEACHERS ONLY) h, \
Department heads Employers of for- ONLY) Teacheérs
‘ mer students
¢ - N v v
j. (ADMINISTRATORS k., (ADMINISTRATORS 1. (ADMINISTRATORS
ONLY) Administra- ONLY) Immediate ONLY) Lay resi-.
. tor's staff —supervisor "dents

consultants

(TEACHERS ONLY)

=

Administrators
9 r

1, (ADMINISTRATORS

VI. (FOR TEACHERS AND ADMINISTRATORS ONLY) This ‘section is designed
to obtain your opinion about possible criteria to be used in evalua-
tion. There are two questions, the first refers to criteria for
evaluating ‘teachers, and the second refers to criteria for adminis-
trators, Teachers and administrators should complete both questions,
Please rate each of the listed criteria in accordance with the scele

listed,

\

T. Should a teacher- (Use the scale listed below)

5 A | 3 2 1 X
MUST DO 'SHOULD DO GOOD IDEA - MAYBE POOR IDEA EH}MINATE
i ;
a¢ ___ develop clearly defined and appropriate goals?

b, —__ develop an outline for his instructional program(s)?
c. develop major (quarterly) objectives for his course(s)?
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bb.

ccC,

—t—p—
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develop minor (weekly) objectives for his course(s) ?
state the objectives in measurable behavioral outcomes ?
glve each student a copy of the course outline and objec-

tives ‘
prepare thoroughly for each instructiognal program?

develop,and/or use instructional strategies which enable
“*students to achieve learning objectives?

H

1

]

Provide alternative methods of instruction to meet the
needs of different students? _ ‘
teach by objectives (own) developed for the course(8) 7
use evaluation instruments which measure the degree to
which the student has achieved the goals and objectives
of the learning sequence? .

show concern for the academic welfare of students? o

use diagnostic procedures and instruments to ascertain
stadent needs? }

communicate at a level appropriate to the ability of } .
students to understand?

be fair and reasonably prompt in evaluation of student
performance? - ' N
establish clearly defined grading procedures and
standards in accordarnce with the grading policy of the
institution?a ¢ .
collect and use feedback from experience with students
to revise and update content, objectives, and instruc-
tional strategies? : .
ask students to etate how they intend to accomplish
their objectives? : _ i

ask students to state their purpose and objectives for
taking this course?. - ) o

serve on and/or chair divisional and college wide com-
mittees? ‘

aBsume divisional respongibilities? ,

use his professional skills and abilities in community
affairs?

properly and promptly perform routine administrative
duties (reports, forms, grades, etc.)?

participate in student advisory programs?

participate in evaluetion of instructional programs and
teaching effectiveness of his department or division?.
attend all staff and faculty meetings, all general
faculty committee meetings unless excused by his divi-
sicnal chairman? '

be punctual and consistent in attending scheduled meet-

ings (class, labs, office hours, appointments, etc.)?

participate ennually in the development and eveluation

of the philcsophy, objectives, policies, and procedures
of the institution? ,

evaluate textbooks, equipment, and supplies and recom-

mend his choices for adoption by dates specified by the
institution? .



dd.

“U. Should

5
MUST

a.
b.
c.
d.

. Ca

f.
8.

1l6 |

.show evidence of professional growth by participating in

some of the following activities such as: (1) Internal
development workshops, and/or (2) Community college/
professional sponsored workshops, and/or (3) Conference

. or seminars whenever possible, end/or (4) Courses of

DO

Hl

|1

l |

||

related study, and/or (5) Local, state and national

organizations? (PLEASE CIRCLE HOW MANY OF THE FIVE

ACTIVITIES LISTED ABOVE A TEACHER SHOULD PARTICIPATE
IN.)

(5 of 5) (4 of 5) (3 of 5) (2 of 5) (1 of 5)
an administrator- (Use the scale 1isted>below)

4 3 2 1 X -
SHOULD DO GOOD IDEA ' MAYBE' POOR IDEA  ELTMINATE

develop long range goals for his department or area of
responsibility?

develop short range goals for his department or ‘area of
responsibility?

develop performance objectives?

state his performance objectives in measurable terms?.
develop organizational plans and procedures to attain
goals set for the department?

"develop job descriptions for each member of his staff?

organize his staff to obtain goals set . for his depart=-
ment ?

submit his plans in conference and in writing to his
supervisors? .

request budgetary support for his plans?

observe a reasonable and demanding schedule?

establish priorities and allocete his time in accordance
with his -schedule? T

submit his plans in conference and in writing.to his
staff?

develop job specifications and make job«assignments
based on these specifications?

demonstrate adequate knowledge in his specialty?
develop a reading program to keep up with the latest
developments in his specialty?

ask his staff to develop performance objectives?
eveluate staff members individually each yeer and make
firm reccmmendations? s
arrange in-service experience for his staff members as
nead becomes apperent?

.gerve on, or chair divisional and college wide commitJ

tees? :
use his professional skills and abilities in community

affairs? o
properly and promptly perform routine administrative

duties (reports, forms, etc.)?
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\

v. ___ participate in student advisory programs?
w. _ _ participate in evaluation of 1nstructional programs in
, teaching effecttveness?
X. participate in evaluation management techniques and
"7 management- effectiveness?
y. gerve as sponso or advisor for any student organization
- officially recognized by the institution? s
z., attend all staff and faculty meetings and all divisional
T or department meetings unless excused by his supervisor?
aa..___ be punctual and consistent in attending scheduled meet-
ings (office hours, appointments, etc.)?
bb. - participate annually in the development and. evaluation

of the philosophy. objectives, policies, and procedures
of the institution?
cc. show evidence of professional growth by participating in
) some of the following activities guch as; (1) Internal
development workshops, and/or (2) Community College/
professional sponsored workshops, and/or (3) Conference
or seminars .henever possiblé, and/or (4) ‘Courses or
related study, and/or (5) Locel, state and national
organizations? (PLEASE CIRCLE HOW MANY OF THE FIVE
ACTIVITIES LISTED ABOVE AN ADMINISTRATOR SHOULD
PARTICIPATE IN.) .
(5 of 5) (4 of 5) (3 of 5) (2 of 5) (1 of 5)
The two questions in this ‘section are designed to obtain your
Administrators

VII.
opinion of this effort to collect data on evaluation.
and teachers should complete both questions.
V. What 1is your opinion of this questionnalre?
following statements (1)=No or (2)=Yes.

(Please answer the

a. ___ Are the questions clear in meaning?

b. ___ Is it thorough enough?

€. ____ Do you think we will be eble to determine what a teacher
and an administrator are supposed to do?

d. Did we leave out some importent questions?

If so, what?
1S

|

W. What 18 your overall opinioa of this research?’ (Please circle
the number on the following scale which most appropriately
represents your feeling about this research.)

n

One of the
least intereste
ing," informa-
tive, and use=

' 9. 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 ,t
One. of the most About aver-
interesting, age in in~-
informative, and terest, in-
useful surveys. formation,

-8

.and useful-

ness. -
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Appendix ‘B

, Occupational Research Unit
. o Department of Publi¢ Education
‘STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION s
.- . Raleigh, North Carolina 27611 . ) .

TEACHER/ADMINISTRATOR OPINIONNAIRE

1. GENERAL INFORMATION. This iS an opinionnaire designed to obtain-
information about the evaluation criteria and evaluation procedures which o
are undergoing field-test at six institutions in the.North Carolina Technical
Institute/Community College System. Please read all parts carefully and be
sure to complete all questions that apply to.you. In’those questions asking
how you feel about specific items, please give your real attitute at all

times. When you have completed your opinionnaire,-please check to make

sure all questions phat apply to you have been answered; then seal it in

an envelope and deliver it to your project coordinator at your field test site.
DO NOT PLACE YOUR NAME ON THE OPINIONNAIRE. a -

s

. , .
I1. BIOGRAPHICAL INFORMATION. The following information is necessary in order -
to completely analyze your opinions along with those of the others that have.
been included in this survey. Please read'each questlon carefully and clearly
place in t%ngox provided the number of the response which best answers

/ ‘

the questi .
A, What is your current status with the Community College/Technical Institute -
" 1. Department Head/ ’ 3. Full-time administrator

"Division Chariman ' - '

. 2. Full-time teacher

-

B. At which of the followin§ institutions "are you employed?:
" . ’ - )
1.\Euilford 3. Carteret ) 5. Caldwell
. 2. Catawba 4. Anson “ 6. Craven
C. (FOR TEACHERS ONLY). In which of the following programs is youf major
area of'instruction?

1. College Transfer’ 3. Technical / 5. Other :
2. General Education 4. Vocational = .
r 4 i . - " ‘ ~% :

ITI. Thls section of the opinionnaire is designed to obtadin data about your’
attitude toward the evaluation procedures proposed for this fieldtest.
Please read each question carefully.and select the response . which accurately

»

describes your feellng about the statement N

ERIC S S 2

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

» Appendii B
2
D. Which of the following sources of teacher evaluation can use or cannot use the
proposed teacher evaluation instrument? "’ .

¢

° 2 T |
can be used by cannot be used by
a. Departmant Heads ©da. ‘Administrators
b. Students . e. " Peers
c. Self ' f. Any of the sources

* »
-

"E. Which of the following sources of administrator evaluation can use or cannot

use the proposed administrator evaluation inStrument?
g 8

2 ‘ 1
can be used by ' cannot be used by
a. * Immediate Supervisor e. Peer i
b. Admlnlstratlve Staff _ _ L Students »
. Self , . g. _Any of the sources
c.. Teacher

F. Do you feel that a formal informal evaluatlon process, as proposed by éhis

.research project, is a good 1dea°

a. (If ygur answer is yes, how often should a formal evaluation be conducte

<

' & . I
b 1. Once/two years . 3. Once/three /years
. 2. Once/four years 4. Once/five.years
G. Can the teacher evaluation instrument and the administrator evaluation

instrument, as proposed by this project, provide good, useable e aluation
from ANY of the sources of evaluation? ’ '

2 ' 1 /
Yes - No - / .
) / Sy ‘
a. | : /

Iv. Please indicate which source or sources of evaluatiop,/which you feel can
provide grod, useable evaluation information on each of tné criteria listed below .
by placing X"s in the spaces proviiled by each of the crlterla. IF YOU FEEIL THAT

A CRITERION CANNOT BE USED BY ANY OF THE SOURCES, PLEASE "LEAVE ALL THE SPACES BLANK.

. Q
H. TEACHER CRITERIA : : ;

5 : } .
Department Head (DH) Student (ST) Self (SF) . Administrator (A) Peer (P)

s .4 3 2 1 - , R
PH ST SF A P . _
' a. Develop in writing clearly défined and appropriate goals.

— — —_— _—_— R
K

b. Develop in writing an outline for each instructional program. -

i
u

s o ‘



Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

5
Department
S. 4 3
SH ST SF

Y

4 3 . o2 1
Head (DH) Student TST) =~ Self (ST) Administrator (A) Peer (P)
2 1 ) ,
A P

c. Develop in writing major {quarterly) cbjectives for each

course and state them in behavioral outcomes. :

d. Develop in writing minor (weekly) objectives for each course
and state them in behav1oral outcomes. . :

e. Evaluate textbooks, "equipment, and supplies and ‘recommend
choices for adoption by dates specified by the institution.

f. Establish in writing clearly defined grading procedures and
standards in atcordance with the grading policy of the institution.
g. Use pretesting procedures and instruments to ascertain student S
academic needs.
h. Select learning resources appropriate to the spec1f1ed
learning objectives. .

i. Develop instructional strategies to enable students to
achfzve learning objectives. :

j. Develop in writing thorough ‘esson plans for each
instructional session.
k. Communicate at a level apploprlate to the ablllty of
students to understand.

1. Teach by own objectives developed for course.
m. Show concern for student's academic welfare. .
n. Give each student.a copy »f the course outline, objectives, )
and method of grading.

o. Ask students to state the1r purpose (s) and objectlves

(in wrltlng) for taking this course.

__Pp. Ask students to state how they intend to accomplish

(in writing) their objectivgs.

g. Use instrw.ctional strategies to enable students to achieve

learning objectives. )

r. Use available learuing resources approprlate to spec1f1ed

learnlng objectives. ‘
- Evaluate student performance and review results promptly.

t. Collect and use feedback from experience.with students to

revise and update both content and methodology:

u. Use evaluative procedures which measure the degrege to which

the student has achieved the goals and objectives of the course.

v. Attend all scheduled:meetings punctually (class, labs, )

faculty-staff meetings, etc.) b

w. Perform routine administrative duties (reports, forms, grades,

etc.) properly and promptly.

%x. Show evidence of profes51onal growth by part1c1pat1ng 'in such

activities as: Internal Qevelopment workshops, community college/

professionally sponsored workshops, conferences or seminars

whenever possible, courses of> related study, local, state, and

National organizations. ,

.y. Participate in the development and evaluation of the

philosophy; objectives, policies, and procedures of the institute.
Z. Accept'divisiohal responsibilities (serving on divisional
committees, additional teaching loads, etc.)

aa. Participate in evaluation of instructional programs and
teaching effectiveness in the department or division.
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4 ~
H. TEACHER CRITERIA Con't ) - . ‘
5 4 : 3 2° 1 ‘
Department Head (DH) Student (ST) Self (SF) Administrator (A) Peer (P)
5 4 3 2 1
DH ST SF A P
— __ _e—"_bb. Servie on college-wide committees.
-— =— —— __ __cc. Participate in student advisory programs-and/or sponsor-
: advise any student organization officially recognized by
the institution.
— __ __ __ _dd. Use his professional skills and abilities in communlty
afgalrs. o . .
I. ADMINISTRATOR CRITERIA : 3
6 . - © 4 3 2 1
Immedicate (IS) Administrator's (AS) Self (SF) Teacher (T) Peer (P) Student (ST)
Supervisor Staff '
IS AS SF T P ST

__a. Develop (in writing) long-range goals for area of
responsibility (consistent of the schooi s mission).
__b. Develop short—range goals .for area of responsibility
(in writing).
__c. Develop (in wr1t1ng) organ1zat10na1 plans and procedures
to attain goals set for department.

__d. Organize staff (personnel) to obtain goals set for
department.
__e. Develop (1n writing) job descrlptlons for each staff
position.
__f. Develop (in writing) job specifications. .

__g. Make job assignments according to spec1f1cat1bns.
__h. Require staff tc develop written performance obgectives.
__i. Evaluate staff members each year and make f1rm ’
recommendatlons.
_J- Arrange in-service experience for staff members as need
becomes apparent.
__k. Demonstrate adequate knowledge in his specialty.
1 Request (seeks) support (budgetary, etc.) for his plans.

__m. Establish priorities and allocate time according to these
priorities.
__n. Observe a reasonable and demanding schedule.

__©0. Develop (in writing) performance objectives stated in
behavioral outcomes. .

_ P- Develop (in writing)} a program (reading, etc.) to keep
up with the latest developments in his specialty.

9. Submit his plans in conference and in writing to supervisor.
__r. Submit his plans in conference and in writing to staff.
__S. Attend all scheduled meetings punctually (offlce hours,
app01ntments, etc.). , ‘
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5
I. ADMINISTRATOR CRITERIA con't ‘

‘6 5 ! 3 v 2 1
Immediate (IS) Administrator's (AS) Self (SF) Teacher (T) Peer (P) Student (ST)
Supervisor Staff : : .

6 5 4 3 2 1 ; ' _

IS AS SF T P ST

t. Properly and promptly perform routine administrative
duties {reports, forms, etc). N

u. Show evidence of professional growth by participating in
such activities as: Internal development workshops, community
college/professionally sponsored workshops, conferences

or seminars whenever possible, courses of related study,
local, state, and national organizations. -

v. Participate in the development and evaluation of the
philosophy, policies, and procedures of the institution.

w. Participate in evaluation of management techniques and
management effectiveness.

___x. Participate in evaluation of 1nstruct10nal programs in
teaching effectiveness. °

Y. Use his professional skills and ab111t1es in community
affalrs.»

'z. Participate in student advisory programs.

aa. Serve as sponsor-advisor for, any student organization
officially recognized by the institution. e '
V. This section of the opinionnaire is designed to obtain data about your
attitude toward the evaluation criteria selected for use in this field-test.

There are two questions, the first refers to criteria for teachers, and the second
refers to criteria for administrators. Teadchers and administrators should
complete both questions. Please place the rnumber of your response in the space
provided which accurately describes your feellngs about each of the criteria.

IF YOUR SELECTICN IS 3 OR 2 PLEASE INDICATE YOUR REWORDING OR CHANGES ' IN THE

SPACE PROVIDED.

4 - 3 2 1
Okay as stated Should be Needs a great Should be
' ‘ reworded deal of mcdification eliminated

J. TEACHER CRITERIA

Instructional performance-preparation
a. " Develop in wgiting clearly defined and appropriate goals.

! .

b. Develop in‘writing an outline for each instructional program.

c. Develop in ertlng major (quarterly) objectlves for eacn course and
state them in behavioral outcomes.

jLE}S) ,i . | . | ! .i -
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6 ~
TEACHER CRITERIA . con't :
4 ' 3 2 1
as stated Should be Needs a great Should be
reworded deal of modification eliminated
d. Develop in writing minor (weekly) objectives for each course and state
them in behavioral outcomes.
e. Evaluate textbooks, equipment, and supplies and recommend choices

for adoption by dates specified by the institutioq,

£. Establish in writing clearly defined grading procedures and.standards
in accordance with the grading policy of the institution.

g. Use pretesting procedures and instruments to ascertain student's
academic needs.

h. Select learning resources appropriate to the specified learning
objectives. - - : )

i. Develop instructional strategies to enable students to achieve
learning objectives.

j- Develop in writing thorough lession plans for each instructional
session. ' '

y

Instructional performance-implementation

k. Communicate at a level app:opri;te to the ability of students to
undgrstapd. ' ' .

1. Teach by own objectives develéped for course. ‘

m._____§how concern for studeﬁt's academic welfare.

n. Gi#e each.studenfva copy of the courseIOutli;é, objectives, and

method of grading.

0. Ask students to state their purpose(s) and objectives (in writing)
for taking this’ course.
140
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TEACHER CRITERIA con't : /

Instructional performance-implementation

// ) |

4 3 : 2 1 -

Okay as stated Should be Needs a great ' Should be

reworded . deal of modification eliminated

P- Ask students to state how they intend to accompllsh (1n writing)
thelr objectives.

EA

q. Use instructional strategies to enable students to "achieve learnlng

objectives.

o Use available learning resources appropriate to spec1f1ed 1earn1ng

objectlves.

Instructional performance-evaluation of results

S.. Evaluate student performaﬁce and review results promptly.

t. Collect and use feedback from experience with students to&ievise.wnd
update both content and methodology.

u. Use evaluative procedures which measure the degree to which- the
student have achieved the goals and objectlves of the course. !
[ 4

Responsibilities as a member of the college community

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

v. Attend all schnduled meetlngs punctually (class, labs, faculty- :
staff meetings, etc:) B . ) .

w. Perform routlne administrative duties (reports, forms, grades, et:.)
properly and promptly. ©

X. Show evidence of professional growth by participating in such .activities
as: Internal development workshops, community college/professionally
sponsored workshops, conferences or seminars whenever possible, courses of
related study, lozal, state,-and national organizations.

Y. Participate in the development and evaluation of the philosophy;
objectives, policies, and procedures of the institution.

141
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J.. TEACHER CRITERIA con't
Responsibilities as a. member of the college community
4 2 1

/ 3
Okay as stated /éhould be Needs a great . ) Should be
reworded deal of modification eliminated

. Z. . Acgept divisional responsibilities (serving on divisional commi ttees,
additional teaching leads, etc.)

aa. Participate in evaluation oflinstrudéional programs and teaching -
effectiveness in the department or division.

-

bb. Serve on college-wide committees.

cc. Participate in student advisbry programs and/or sponsor-advise

‘any student organization officially recognized by the incstitution.

ad. Use his professional'skills and abilities in community affairs.

K. ADMINISTRATOR CRITERIA

3 2 1

4 .
Okay as stated should be Needs a great - . Should be

reworded deal of modification eliminated .

[y

Management performénce-departmental
a. Develop (in writing)long-range goals for area of responsibility
(consistent with the school's mission)s -

v

b. Develop short-range goals for area of responsibilityv(in writing).

c. Develop (in writing) organizational plans and procedures to attain .
goals set for department. ' '

d. Organize staff (personnel)-to obtain goals set for department.
. 4

- ' »

i . -

142
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g.

h.

i.

3.
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9 SN
K. ADMINISTRATOR CRITERIA con't ‘ - ; o
4 : 3 T 2 ' | ’
Okay as stated Should be Needs a great . Should be

reworded deal of modification eliminated

Management performance-personnel

Develop (in writihg) job descriptinns for each staff position.

Develop (in writing) job specifications.

-Make job assignments according to'specifications.

Require staff to develop written performance objectives..

Evaluate staff members each year and make firm~r¢commendations.
: [

[

Arrange in-service experience for staif members as need become apparent.

‘Management performance-personal

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

X.

1

1.

m.

n.

O.

P-

Demonstrate adequate knowlcdge -in his specialty.
Request (seeks) support ‘(budgetary, etc.) for hié Plans.
Establish priorities and aflocate time accorﬂing to thses priorities.

Observe a reasonable and demanding schedule.

Kl

Develop. (in writing) performance objectives stated in behavioral outcomes.

v ¢ R
Develop (in writing) a’program (reading, etc.) to keep up with the

latest developments in his speci&dlty.

g.____ |

r.

Submit his plans in conference and in writing to supervisor.

Submit his plans in conference and in writing to staff.

¢ -
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K. ADMINISTRATOR CRITERIA con't

4 . 3 , 2 _ ' 1

Okay as stated . Should be Needs .a great Should be
' reworded deal of modification eliminated

Responsibility as a member of the College Community

S. .Attend all scheduled meetings punctually (office hours, appointments,etc)

< ' " «
t. Properly and promptly perfrom routine administrative duties (reports,
forms, etc.) '

u. ‘Show evidence of professional growth by participating in such .
activities as: internal development workshops, community college/
professionally sponsored workshops, conferences or Seminars whenever p0551ble
courses of related study, local,state, and national organizations.

-

v. Participate in the development and evaluation of the philosophy,
policies, and procedures of the institution. -

w. Part1c1pate in evaluatlon of management technlques and management
effectiveness. .

¢ X Participate in evaluation of instructional programs in teaching
effectiveness. : v '

- . -

:

Y. Use his professional skills'and'abilities in community affairs.

A '

z. ' Participate in ' student advisory, programs.

‘ v
°

aa. Serve as sponsor-advisor for any student organlzat1on off1c1ally
'recognlzed by the institution.

O . . 3 —

ERIC
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STUDENT EVALUATION FORM - AN

. . * . »
Name of Teacher o ~Date Formm Completed

. F' W 8P 8 - _Day Night
Course Title, number, and section  Quarter _ ' Curriculum

The following questionnaire format is of a YES-NO type asking whether the behavior
.4id-ar did not occur, (The purpose of this evaluation is to improve-the teachers
instructional performance by pointing out areas that need improvement as students
see it, - <o

Do not sign your name, and print or otherwise disguise your handwriting. Please be
falr and honest in your responses.

After qpmpleting the questionnaire, turn it into the class representative (student).
The class representative,, after all forms are in, will seal them in a large envelope
and deliver it to the Academic Dean’s or Department Head's office immediately after
class. The contents will not be returned to the teacher until after all final grades
have been deposited with the registrar. . . - :

DID THE TEACHER IN THIS COURSE :

" I. Personal Relationships With Students . ) ' ' \ YES NO
1. Xnow or attempt to know student’'s?

2. Talk with students before and/or after claés?

3. Give advice or assistance with persnal problems upon
'student's request? . :

4, Discuss (answer questions) extraclass issues?
) 5. Compliment students on good answers? -
6. Encourage (answer) all relevant ghestions in class

7. Treat all students’ equally regardless. of sex, race, major,
etc.?

* 8. Ridicule, "ride" or othervise eﬁb;}rass students?
9. Give individual help with course material? »
10. Lose‘control of.himself,in class (shout,»curse,ﬂetc.)?
11. Bother (harass) students during recitatioh,-quizzes;ﬁetc.?
12. Make,threats.concérning classwork? '

- -
13. Make threats concerning personal behavior?

ATTEETE T T

A PEEEEEE T

14. - Accept legitimate excuses, explanations for missing
quizzes, etc,?

15. Refuse to listen to ~r recognize other viewpoints in _
class? - . S —

.16, Say or indicate in some' way that students are inferior?

17. Provide spécial "help"™ sessigns for course material
’ (individual and/or class)? -

. 145
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II. Classroom Administration.
1. Meet all scheduled (rescheduled) classes?
2. Arrive on time for all classes? i

. . 3. Inform class if he would be absent?

4, * Discuss quiz dates or deadllnes with students7 5 Sl
5. End g}aSses atvend of classtime7

a. Frequently let the class out early?

b. Freguently hold class past scheduled/ time? ]
6. Distribute a course outline or study plan (course s

objectives)?
. Follow course outline or study plan7

.~ Give examples of quiz items”

O 0

. Require and grade homework.
10." Return papers and quizzes promptly7
11. Permit classroom distiirbances?

12. Make false statements concerning course requirements
(number of cuts, grading, etc.)”

13, Give excessive work?
14, Encourage use of library?
" III. Student Participation
N 1, Ask students preference as to topics covered?
* 7 2. Ask students to critique his teaching?

w3, Schedule quizzes, deadlines, etc., at the convenience of

:H\ the class majority whenever possible?
b, Encourage (ask for) discussion, questio s, or student
' 1&0pinions7 ' '

5. ‘Ask quesions to determine class (indiv ‘ual) under-
standing of course material? .

6. Encourage class members to suggest guest speakers, field
tr1ps, etc,”? ' .

IV. Clazsroom presence R
1. Appear well groomed?
2. Speak clearly and distinctly”
a. Mumble?x
b, Talk too‘*softly7
c. “Talk in a monotone?

3. Use dramatic gestures (phrases) to emphasize impertant
points? ’ \

L, Use humor in lecture to illustrate points?

5. Use a variety of audio visual materials?.

Lttt et
—_—t
o N

6. Read lectures from notes or "book?

7. Appear nervous, ill—at—éase during lecture?

ERIC . ,N1460 L




8.
10.
11,

L12.

Appendix C

Talk or present material io rapidly?

Give rambling, disorganized lecture? ' >
Look at students during .ecture?- .

Use language student: understand? ‘

Use profane langu.;: excessively?
’ q

+ V. Organization and 'resentation of Material

1.
2,

- L.

Ay,
15,
16,
17.
18,

19,
20,
21,

-~

1.

VI. Evaluation of Student Performance

' Base tests on knowledge of principles rather ‘than -

7Schedu1e quizzes at regular intervals?

'-Comment on (correct) returned papers, quizzes, etc.?

Begin class with & review of previous work?
Stress, iu some way, important’ points in the material?

Use current, pertinent, and/or personal examples to .
11lustrate a point? '

‘Show usefulness of material in "real world"?

Admit not knowing answer to a quesion?

Use outside references to supplement conrse?
Distribu;e handouts/notes to supplement lecture?

Use visual aids to supplement lecture? )
Provide for field trips? ‘

Have guest lecturers? A

Have full command of the subject matter? : P
Give lectures different from (supplement) text?

Zover all.course requirements?

Avoid trivial detail?

Answver Questions; work problené if requested? '
Lecture over students heads? ?

Give erroneous information about course material? ©
Refuse to explain material? v
Make stadents learn "on their own“°
Follow course schedule?

Prepare for class? - ! o

Base tests on relevant (covered) material?

memorization?

Base tests on emphasized material?
Make tests too easy? .
Make tests too difficult? - " P

AT

Allow adequate time to complete‘tests°
Provide proper environment for test (quiet, etc )2

Control cheating on tests?

‘

wv

|
|

|

TP
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NO*

i

RN RER NN



Vii.

T 11,

12.
13,
14,

15.°

16,
17.

18.

19.
20,
21,
22,

23,
24,

25.

" 26,
’ 2?.

28.

Interest in Job .of Teaching -

1.

‘Grade' on final exam only?

‘Appendix C : o o
v 4 , o ' YES
Permit additional work to improve grade? —_—
Disiegard lowest test score in grading? ’ ' 4 '
Use same test every quarter° |
Refuse to explaln grading system’
Tell how, students are to be graded?

Return all papers and quizZEs”

Grade all quizzes and assignments?

"Give makeup tests at mutual'cdnvenience?

)
A
Curve grades? . : ' o

Grade on such things as major, sex, race, athlete, etc.?
Grade on class attendance?

Give final grades in accord with test scores?

Pass/fail a predetermined percentage of the’class?
Try to have makeup tests excessively difficu1t°

Change a clearly unfair grade?

Consider effort, participation, application in assign-
ing final grade?

Use student to grade wWork? v .

Make .derogatory comments about teaching°
Make derogatory comments about the course?
Indicate he would rather. consult and/or do research?

Criticize fellow teachers? ,
Encourage students to enter the teaching profession? -

-
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TEACHER SELF—EVALUATION FORMI.k
) Name of Teacher ) . . Date Form Completed . ) ‘
: o : , .
Yo . v . ' F W SP § * Day - Night
Course Title, number, & section Quarter ’ ' Curriculum

The following questionnaire format is of a’YES-NO type asking whether the ‘behavior
did of did not occur. The.purpose is to give the teacher a visible means of ‘com-
Paring what he thinks he does to what the students think he does, so that he will be

able to detect areas in his teachiing that need improvément. _ N\
‘ .

" Please be completely honest with yourself. ) -
After completing the questionnaire, d after all student forms are in, turh your )
form in to the class representative, ' He will seal your form and all ‘the student’ .
forms in a. large envelope:and deliver it to the Academic Dean's or Department Head's
office immediately after class. After all final grades have been deposited with the
registrar, the teacher will break the seal and tally ‘tlhe results,  The teacher and the

 dean or department head will discuss the results and the teacher's plan-of-action at

a date and time they agree upon. : ‘ ! . L - -

»

149 0

IN THIS COURSE DID I: L e :
“I. Personal Relati nships With Students . YES NO
1. Know or attempt to know student's? ) L. -
2. Talk with students "before and/or after c:la‘ss? - —_— _'__
3. Give advice or assistance with "persnal préblems upon ' "
//7 | student's request? : -
‘ - 4, Discuss (answer questions) extraclass issues? M
5. ‘Compliment students on. good answers? -
6. Encdurage (a,nswer)>a11 relevant questions in ‘cléss? — ____
7. Treat all student‘s.equally regardless of sex, race, major, . '
etc,? / N ; ' 7 .
8. Ridicule, "rifle" or otherwise embarrass students? | et
" 9. "Give indivi_c{ual help with course material? L
. 10, Lose control of myself in class (shout, curse, etc.)?. —_—
© 11. Bother (harass) \students during recittati_on; quizzes, etc.? o
©12, Make threats concerning classwork? t
13. Make threats concerning personal beh rior? __~ —
‘14, Accept legitimate excuses, explanations for missing
- quizzes, etec,? . . ] L o
v+ . 15, Refuse to listen to or recognize other viewpoints in o
' = class? N : —_—_———— 1
16. Say or indicbn'some way that students are inferior?. o
17. Provide special "help" sessions for course material }
* (individual and/or clags)? . o - e

[
v
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Classroom Administration !

1.
2.

3.
4,

5.

6.

7-’.

8.
9.
1Q.

A1,

12,

II1.

IV,

13.
14,

Meet all scheduled (rescheduled) clas§Fs7
Arrive on time for all classes?

Inform class if I would be absent?

Discuss quiz dates or deadlines with students?
End classes at end of classtimé?* v

a., Frequently let the class out early?

b. Frequently hold class past scheduled time?

Distribute a course outline er study plan (course
objectives)?

Follow course outline or study plan?

Give examples of quiz items?

Require and grade homework.,

'Return pdpers and quizzes promptly?, .
Permit classroom disturbances? .

Make false statements concerning course requirements
(number of cuts, grading, etc.)?

Give excessive work?

Encourage use Qf'library?

Student Participation

1.
2.
3.

‘Ask students preference as to topics covered?
Ask students to critiQue his teaching?

Schedule quizzes, deadlines, etc., at the convenience of
the class majority whenever possible?

Encourage (ask for) discussion, questions, or student
opinions? S

Ask queSions to determine class (indiVidual) under-
\standing of course material? :

Encourage class members to suggest guest speakers, field
trips, etc.? S

Classroom presence

1.
2.

5.
6.

7e

Appear well groomed?
Speék clearly and distinctly?
a. Mumble? ,
b. .Talk too softlyé

*c, Talk in a monotone? ;

Use dramatic gestures (phrases) to emphaSize important
points? ‘,
Use humor in lecture to illustrate points?
Use -a variety of audio visual materials?
Read lectures frcm notes or book?

Appear nervcus, ill-at-ease duriné/lecture?

a

(1
(e
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8.
9.
10.
11,
12.

Appendix D
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Talk or present material to rapidly?
Give rambling, disorganized lecture?
Look at students during lecture?
Use language students underetand?

Use profane language excessively?

V. Organization and Presentation of Material

1.
2.
3.

i,
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.

‘Begin class with a review of previous work?

Stress, in some way, important points in the material?

Use current, pertinent, and/or personal examples to
i1lustrate a point?

Show usefulness of material in "real world"?
Admit not knowing answer to a quesion?

Use outside references to supplement course’
Distribute handouts/notes to uupplement lecture?
Use visual aids to sﬁpplement lecture?

Provide for field trips?

Have guest lecturexs?

11,
12,
13.
14,
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.

Have full command of the sutject matter?

Give lectures different from (sup. ~men., tex+t?
Cover :all course requirements”

Avoid trivial detail?

Answer questions; work protlems ii -enuested?
Lecture over students heads?

Give erroneous information about course mate -1al?
Refuse to explain material?

Make students learn "on their own"?

Follow course.schedule?

Prepare for cless?

VI. Evaluation of Student Peiformance

1-
2.

Base tests on! Felevant (covered) material?

Base tests on knowledge of pr1nc1p1es rather than
memorization? \

Base tests_on emphasized mat-rial?

Make tests too eesy?

Make tests too difficult?

Schedule quizzee at regular intervals?

Allow adequaue,tiﬁe to compléte tests?’

Provide proper environment for test (quiet, etc.)?
Control cheating on tests?

Comment on (éqrreet) returned papers, quizzes, etc.?

| 151

YES

AN

SRR
[T

;
CEEEEEEEE T TEEEE T ) T

AR

|

=z
o



1.
12.
13.
14,
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22,
23.
2L,
25.
26.
27.

28.

aAppendix D
' 4

Permit additional work to improve grade?
Disregard loweést test score in grading?
Use sametest every quarter?

Refuse to\ixplain grading system?

Tell how students are to be graded?
Curve grades?

Reﬁﬁrn all papers and quizzes?

Graée all quizzes and assignments?

Give makeup tests at mutual convenience?

Grade on such things as major, sex, race, athlete, etc.?

Grade on class attendance? :

Give final grades in accord with test scbres?
Grade on.final exam only?

Pass/fail a predetermined percentage of the class?
Try to have makeup tests excessively difficult?
Change a clearly unfair grade? .

Consider effort, participation, applicction in assign-
ing final grade? '

Use student to grade work?

VII. Interest in Job of Teaching

1.

Make derogatory comments about teaching?

Make derogatory comments about the course?

Indicate I would rather consult and/or do research?
Criticize fellow teachers?

Encourage students to enter the teaching profession?

152
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CHAIRMAN EVALUATION *ORM
Name of Teacher Date Form Completed
F W SP S Day Night
Course Title, number, and section Quarter Curriculum

The following questionnaire format is of a YES-NO type asking whether a
particular instructor p-rformance did or did not occur. The chairman should
determine whether the teacher is following his course outline, is teaching and
testing by his objectives, and if learning is taking place. The chairman
should also determine if non-instructional objectives are being met, and if
the performance of routine administrative duties are being done satisfactorily.

After all evaluation team members have turned in their forms, the chairman will
examine all of the forms, including student and self-evaluation forms, and make
suggestions for improvement of the teacher's performance. He will send a copy
of each team member's results and a copy of his suggestions to the teacher.
DID THE TEACHER IN THIS COURSE:
I. Instructional performance--preparation : YES NO
1. Develop in writing clearly defined and appropriate goals?
2. Develop in writing an outline for each instructional program?

3. Develop in writing long range'(quarterly) objectives for each

course and state them in behavioral outcomes? .

L Develop in writing short range objectives for each course

and state them in behavioral outcomes?. .

5. Develop in writing thorough lesson plans for each instruc-

tional session? . »

6. Evaluate testbooks, equipment, and supplies and recommend
choices for adoption by dates specified by the institution?

7. Establish in wfiting clearly defined grading procedures and
standards in accordance with the grading policy of the insti-

tution? : —

8. Uses pretesting procedures and instruments to ascertain

student's academic needs? v

9. Select learning resources appropriate to the specified -
learning objectives? .

10. 'Develop instructional stirategies to enable students to achieve

learning objectives? '

[T. Instructional performance--implementation

1. Communicate at a level appropriate to the ability of students

to understand? _ . -
2. Show concern for the students' academic pefformance? :
3. Teach by own objectives developed for course? o :

L4, Give each student a copy of the course outline, objectives,

and method of grading? -

5. Use instructional strategies to enable studgnts to achieve

learn.inlg\ objectives? | 15 3 - "ﬁr _____
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2 YES NO

6. Use available lecarning resourcec appropriate to specified
learning objectives?

III. Instructional performance--evaluation of results

1. Evaluate student performance and review results fairly and
promptly? : - ‘

o 2, Collect and use feedback from experience with students to
revise and update both content and methodology?

3. Use evaluative procedures which measure the degree to which
the student has achieved the goals and objectives of the
course? — —

IV. HResponsibilities as a Member of the College Community

1. Atter all scheduled meetings punctually (class, labs, office
— hours, faculty-staff meetings, etc.)?

2. Perform routine administrative duties (reports, forms, grades,
B etc.) properly and promptly? 3
3. Show evidence of professional growth by participating in such’

activities as:

Internal development wbrkshops
Community college/professionally sponsored workshops

Conferences or siminars whenever possible

\

|
1
a\ ;
\
\

Courses of related study B

Local, state, and national organizations
Other approved activities o

4, Accept divisional responsibilities (evaluation of instruc-
tional programs and teaching effectiveness, divisional currit-
tees, additional teaching loads when necessary, etc.)? .

5. Serve on college-wide comnittees?

. ' . ¢
6. Participate in student advisory programs and/or sponsor or
advise.any student organization officially recognized by the
institution? S

(Signature)

Division Chairman/Department Head

(Signature)

Teacher
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- " PEER EVALUATION FORM
Name of Teacher Date Form Completed
F W sp 8 Day Night
Course ?itle, number, gnd section . Quarter . Curriculum

The following questionnaire format is of a YES-NO type asking whether a
particular instructor performance did or did not occur., The peer should
determine wheth.r the teacher is following his course outline, is teaching
and testing by his objectives, and if learning is taking place. The peer
evaluation should be limited to instructional pexrformance.

,AfterXCOmpleting this form, turn it in along with suggestions for improvement.
of the teacher's performance to the division chairman, :

DID THE TEACHER IN THIS COURSE:

I. Instructional performahce——prepgration " YES NO

1. Develop in writing clearly defined and appropriate'goals? L

2. Develop in.hriting an outline for each instructional program?
‘3. Develop in writing long range (quarterly) objectives for each
course and state them in behavioral outccmes?

L. Develop in writing short range object.ves for each crurse
and state them in behavioral outcomes?

5. Develop in writing thorough lesson plans for each instruc-
tional session? - . .

6. Evaluate testbooks, equiprment, and supp:ies and recommen@
choices for adoption b; dates specified by the institution?

7. Establish in writing clearly defined grading procedures ard
standards in accordance with the grading policy of the insti-
tution? - - . e

8. Uses pretesting procedures snd instruments to ascertain

stuvdent's acadenmic ngeds? o : )

9. Select learning resources apﬁropriate to the specified
leamning objectives? ' e

10. Develop instructional strategies tc enable students iz achieve
learning objectives?: —

II. Instructioral periormance--implementation

1. Communicate at a level'appropriéte w0 the ability of students

to understand?
2. Show concern for the students' academic performance? - =
3. Teach by own objectives develcped for course? e

L. Give-each student a copy of the course oﬁtline, objectives, .
‘ and method of grading? . : _

5. Use instructional stretegies to enable studerts to uchieve
learning objectives? 1 5 - ) .
. : 5 —_—
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6. Use available learning resources appropriate to specified
learning objectives? !

=

Instructional performance--evaluation of results

1. Evaluate student performance and review results falrly and
promptly?

'2. Collect and use feedback from experience wrth students to

revise and update both content and methodology?

3, Use evaluative procedures which measure the degree to vwhich
the student has achieved the goals and objectives of the
course°’\

NO
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TEACHER SELT TUALUATIOU Fon'

form is to be cornleted v the teacner and. hrnuaht to the Chair-

man's conference after the chairman nhas visited vour class.

Tame of Tcachor

"ate Form T“omnleted

firea T - fSencral Characteristics Accental:le  LUnaccentable
1. Apnecarance | ' ' Ja, 1.7
2. Ability to naet alonn wuith: _ 3
Fellow Teachers [ /7
Parents /7 [..7
Chairman /7 L./
) Other Administrators /! /]
Secretaries, custodians, o
cafeteria workers Lo/ R A
Teacher Rides /o [ ]
Others /7 /. ./ -
3. Health 77 L7
4. Attendance Pecord / A
Frea II - Snecific Teachine Yariables , : “Yariable
: . ' 1Ininhtina:
1. 1 feel ny knowlednc of mv teachine area is: : S
: [ 5 /o f 4.3 [ 2. 1 1/ L
Excellent Poor ' '
2. I feel nv knouledne nf individual sturdent's interests, ahilities
and needs is: i
A T A N A N A S A N . 19
Excellent - Poor | ' '
3. I believe that mv noals and ohiectives for mv Tessons are to me:
/5 /A& 4 3 /L o2 /1 ' 10
VYerv Clear !lot Zlear
. I believe that nv noals and ohjectives “or mv lessons are to
nv students: o . ‘
/5 [/ 4 [ 3 [/ 2 [/ 1 _/ 1N
Yery Clear ot Clear
5. I believe mv abilitv to use a varietry of techninues andftools

for instruction is: i

[ 5 [ & /3 [ 2 [ 1/ 3
Excellent 0 : |

157 . v
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6. I individualize the student's nrogram in nv classes:
' [ 5 / 4 / 3 /J 2 [/ 1 7 10
Very ilucn v Not at Al

7. The classroom nrocedures that I use are:

[ 5 [/ & / 3 /_2 4 1V 0
Well Orqanized ' Confusina

8. I make my lessons for the students:

Very Interesting : Borina

[ > [/ 4 /J 3 / 2 /J 1 [/ 10

9, My explanations to the students are:

[_5 /4 /[ 3 [/ 2 [/ 1.7/ 10
Verv Clear - Confusinng

10. My concerns for each student are:

/5 / & J 3 /] 2 [ 1 7/ 10
OQutstanding I Poor

11. iy arading practices arery

/5 / & / 3/ 2 J 1/

Very Fair Jot Fair

[82]

! 12. I come to my classes:

(&9 ]

(52 ]

/L5 / &4 /. 3 /4 2 / 1 19
iy : el Prenared Poorly Prenared
L. : '
. 13. The homework I.assinn is: ‘
/5 / 4 / 3 [/ 2 [/ 1 [/
Very Purposeful lot Purposeful
14, Ny .ontrol of student behavior is:
= /5 /4 /3 / 2 /1 7 5
; Excellent ] Poor
15, HMv E]dssroom assianments are:
| / 5 / 4 / 3 / 2 / 1 : 10
Reasonable and clear Inreasonable and T : .
T Confused '
16. My students treat me with: -
TS /8 ) 3 /2 / 1y
'Pesnect* . , Disresnect
17. I would rank mvse]f, comnared to other teachers, as:
o / 5 '/'74'/3"""3 /2 0
o - Outstanding . I~ , Poor 158 )
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flote: A11 10 point weidhtinas received 2 noints Total

per interval, all 5 noints weiqhtinas receive 1. ‘!leiahtina =

Area I11 -{pvera]] Statements

1. I be]ieve that mv sinalemost strennth is

2. I be]ieve that my sinalemost ueakneés-gs

3. I believe I can bhest imnrove my teachina by (Place an "X" by the
statements you feel best describe your feeliras. ) '

Hor= concise instructional objectives

Greater individualization of student's nroqrams

Gleater explanations
Greater individual student narticipation
Clearer qoals
Clearer assianments .
" More teacher assistance to individual students
Greater use of interestina teachina
Greater use of multi-media ,materials
Better teacher nreparation
Fairer qrad1nn nractices
.fireater concern for individual students
Cetter control of student behavior
Better teacher nrenaration of subiect matter
Better teacher prenaration of teachingq techniques

-

Others (name):

4, 1 be]%eve I could best be helned %n improvina -my teaching by:

Takina a course in writina behavioral ob]ect1ves S -

Taking a course in the use of media -
V1s1t1na other teachers who do ‘an excellent ]ob
- Havina ny classroom lessons. neriodically video-
taned and reviewed by mvself and another teacher

or cha1rnan or other (name):-

159 \.
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TEACHER YEARLY PERFORMANCE OBJECTIVES FORM

o ——— e

Name of Teacher - Date Form Compieted
This form is to be completed in trip]icaté with two copies qiven to
your Department Chairman and one cony retained by vnu. Department

Chairman's copies should be presented by November .st, vearly. Your
statements will be reviewed at a chairman's conference as a part of

the total evaluation nrocedure.
I expect to improve my teaching this vear by accompiishinq the following:

In-area of subjirct area know]e@gg:

1.

-

In the area of technique§ of instruction:
\

In the area of individualizina instruction; ,

In the area of clarification of instructional objectives for myself
and my students: _ .
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In the area of nositive reinfgrcerncent of each student:

A —— - ot e e =

'n the area of communicatjon and cooperation with:
\

ey

N, Fpl]ow Teachers:
1.:

S e - gy e

" )
&
2.
—_——— ,
C. Students: - ' . )
.o ~ . e L
T J
2. . S
D. Parents$: _ : . SN e
1. o : . . [
—— . X o }“\-—— ————
2. _ , o ; )
} o ' . | e

. . A
E. Other School Enployces (carcteria, cusiodial, secretarial):
1. . Y R :

' .
——
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F. Teacher iles:

)

1. e e e - e i vt e e e e = e 1= S i e emm

o = - A8 =i - — ot = T — s & s i e . ——

o

fi. Migtrict Level Partigination in Future Mlannine:

] * .-_....__--<__._—..,,-.‘_..‘.“_—---—-—»-_‘.—-.--- e — - —

2. —— - —— — —— - — . —— et s e s S . RS W S S e W e ® m @ e e e E —— o —
- W e ——— e — v - S —t— W A e . . w— v ——edm e 0l ‘-‘ - - - —— J —
I3 L d . .
In the arca of 9fﬁht\norfnrnancd"nbwect1vcs (narn):
N ; ' ‘ - N . .
'] _—--——‘-—---_.—-——-~‘~‘-~--~‘-—---l

i~ e
e e g ——————— = e = = e S—— e " 5 i e b & e o R = Sm—— | e
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Immediate Supervisor.zvaluatiqp Form
>

Néame of Administrator ] Date Form Completed

Position

The following questmonnaile format is of a YES-NO type asking whether a
particular administrator performance did or did not occur. The supervisor
should determine whether short -range departmental goals have been accompllshed
whether the administrator®s personal objectives have been met, whether his
,department is still working toward their long-range goalg, and whether routine
administrative'ﬁutics have been performed satisfactorily. .

The supervisor will furnish his subordinate with a copy of his evaluation at .
their conference to discuss the results of the evaluation.

DID THE ADMINISTRATOR: . . o )
YES NO I. Management performance——departmental ’

1. Develop in writing long-range goals for area of responsibility
consistent with the mission of the school?:

2. Develop in writing'short—range goals for his area of responsibility?

3. Develop-in writing organizational plans and,proeedures to attain
goals set for department? .

4. Organize personnel to obtain goals set for department?
II. Management performance--personnel '
1. Develop in writing job descriptions for each staff pasition?

-2. Develop in wrltlng Jjob spe01f1cat106s7 . . ";'

e ‘ 3. Make job a551gnments accordlng to specifications?

b, Require staff to develqp written performance obJectlves for approval

! 5. Evaluate staff members each year and make flrm recormendatlons7

(@Y

Arrange in-service experience for staff members?

Hanagement performance--personal o

E

Establish pr1or1t1es and allocate time- according to these priorities’

Develop wrltten performance ObJECthES stated in measureable outcome:

Submit plans in conference and in writing to supervisor?
) : AN ,
Submit plans in conference and in writing to staff?

" Seek support for plans?

~

Demonstrate management ability?

-

N O n WD

zvelop (in wrltlng) a,prorram to keep up w1th the 1atest develop—'
ments-‘inehis spec1a11ty7

) IV. Responsibilities as a member of the'college'cehmunitj

‘ 1. TIs punctual in attending scheduled: meetlngs (office hours, Lppoint-~
‘ments, faculty-staff meetings, etc.)

2. Properly_and‘promptly performs routiné administrative duties?

163



DID THE ADMINISTRATOR:
YES NO 2. Show evidence of professional growth by particiiating in

/.
activities such as:

Internal development workshops

Community college/professionally sponsored workshops
Conferences or seminars whenever possible

Courses of related study .
Participation in local, state, and national orgaizations
Other apbroved activities

4. Accept management responsibilities (evaluation of management ‘
effectiveness and practices, instructional programs, staff, etc.)?

5. ‘Accepf divisional responsibilities (divisional committees,
additional administrative duties when necessary, etc.)? --

6. Serve on college-wide committees?

7 Participaté in student advisory programs and/or s "“msor or
advise any student organization officially reco. . :d by the -
institution? . '

o

A\
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} . , .
ADMINISTRATOR SELF-EVALUATION FORM ‘ \

Name of Administrator - Date E?rm Completed :

Ay /"
Position » / ' CoL

’

!
The following questionnaire format is of a YES-NO type asking whether action
did or did not occur. This form is identical to the supervisor's fo and
offers a direct comparison of what the azdministrator thinks he doe what
his supervisor thinks he does, - ‘ /
On or bvefore the beginﬁing of each evaluation period, each administrator will
submit a copy of his self-evaluation and any other relevant data (teacher
evaluation, subordinate evaluation, etc.). This data and the observaﬁgons by
the s pervisor will be the subject of a conference between the two prior to the

'end o1 each evaluation period,

" DID I:
YES NO I. Management performance—:deﬁarﬁmental

1. Develop in writing long-range/goals for area of responsibility
consistent with themission of 'the school?

2. Develop in wriiing short—ranée goals for my area of responsibility

3. Develop in writing organiza@&onal rlans and procedures to attain
. goals set for department? /

_ k4., Oreanize personnel to obtaﬂh'goals set for department?
I7. Man;gement performance——pefsonnel /

1. Develop in writing job des¢riptions for each staff position?
2. Develop %n writing Job specifications? -

3. Make job assignments aCCon?ing to specificationi? |
4., Require staff to develop written performance objectives for approval
5. Evaluate staff members each year and make firmsrecommendations?

6. .Arrange iﬁ—sefbice experiegxe for staf{ members? | '

ITJ. Yanagement performance-—perébnal

___ ___ 1. Establish priorities and alld@ate time according to these priorities
—_— 2 DeVeiop written performance oﬂjectives statedﬁin measureable outcome
~— 3. Submit plans in conference - - in writing to supervisor?
o _#___h. Submit plans in conference : - in writing to staff?_
— _1__ 5. Seek support for plans? \ ‘
. _!;;_6. Demonstrate management ability? \u
' 7. Develop (in{writing) a program to‘keep up with the latest develop-

A
\

ments in my speciality? A
Iv. Responsibilﬂties as a member of the college community

| .
1. 1Is punctual in attending scheduled meetings (office hours, appoint-
ments, faculty-staff meetings, etc. )P ‘
-2, Troperly and .promptly performs,rouiinf administrative duties?
‘ ‘ . \ | ;

Q. | | ‘ | 165 \
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DID THE ADMINISTRATOR:

" YES \\Qg 3. Show evidence of professional growth by participating in
. activities such ast

\\ ’ Internal development workshops

\\

Community college/professionally sponsored workshops

Conferences or seminars whenever possible

Courses of related study

Participation in local, state, and national orgaizations

Other approved activities R

L, Accept management responsibilities (evaluation of management
effectiveness and practices, instructional programs, staff, etc.,

5. Accept divisional responsibiiities (divisional committees,
additional administrative duties when necessary, eﬁc.)?

bl

6. Serve on college-wide committees?

7. Participate in student advisory programs énd/or sponsor or
advise any student organization officially recognized by the
institution? ~

N N
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STAFF EVALUATION FORM

¢ Name of Supervisor ) ' Date Form Completed

Position

The following questiennaire format is of a YES-NO type asking for ycur ofinion
on the following questions.

Do not sign your name, .and please be fair and honest in your responses.

After completlng this questionnaire, seal it in an envelope and put it in
your supervisor's mallbox.

YES NO . '.
1. Do ynu find talking w1th your supervisor a pos1tive experience7

. 2. Is your superv(ézr e?sy to get along with?
3. Does your superv welcome your suggest10ns°
L4, 1Is your supervisor as willing to compllment you forxr good work

" as he is to find fault with your mistakes?

5. When you make a mistake, does your supervisor - in a constructive
way - discuss it with you?

6. Does your supervisor realize the problems and difficulties that
confront you in carrying out your responsibilities?

7. When you talk with your supervisor do you feel that an honest
exchange of ideas is possible?

8. When your supervisor gives instructions to you, do they ébem
sound?

9; When your supervisor gives you instructions, are they clearly
stated?

10. When you are dealing with your supervisor on a problem, does he
have the ability to ask questions which get at the heart of the

matter? , )
11. Does your supervisor usually let you know how you are doing?

12. When you complain about something to your supervisor, does he
i listen and discuss the matter 1n a fair, logical way?

13. When you'want to see your supervisor, is he available?
14. Can you depend on your supervisor to keep his commitments?
15, Is your supervisor decisive?

16. Does your supervisor generally inform you in advaﬂee of impend-
ing changes that affect you? .

17. Does your supervisor admit it when he is wrong? -

18. Does your supervisor serve as a resource of current practlces
and trends in his area of expertise?

19. Does your supervisor allow you an opportunity to participate in
staff meetings? .

20. Does your supervisor encourage a full range of opinions at
- staff meetings?

i67



YES

)

NO
1,
2.
23.

24,

25.

26.

Appendix J
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Are your supervisor's meetings informative?
Is the agenda for staff meetings wisely selected? ‘
Does your supervisor encourage your initiative in innovation?

When innovation is attempted, does your supervisor help you
to assess the project~”

Does your supervisor encourage you to assist in the evaluation
of on-going projects?

Does your supervisor assist yoh in solving difficulties with
interpersonal relationships?

\
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Ocher Admin.strator/Teacher Evaluation Form

Name of Administrator - Date Form Completed

Position

This questionnaire format is of o YES-NO type asking the teacher for his ¢ sinion
on each of the following questions. The purpose of this evaluation s to provid
the administrator with informatior. about how others see him. 7Iris information

should be used by the administrator to enhance his own personal and professional

Do not sign your name, and please be fair and honest in your response:,

After completing this questionnaire, seal it in an envelope and put it in the
administrator's mailbox. ,

_YES NO

1. Is the administrator‘'s appearance neat and 5ppropriate?
2. Does the administrator speak clearly?

3. Does the administrator use correct English?

4. Is the administrator able to meet frustration without becoming
hostile toward teachers, administrators, and others?

5. Does the administrator show a respect and concern for others?
6. Is -the administrator open-minded, happy in his outlook 6ﬁ life?
Is the‘administratbr able to work effectively with others?

8. Is the administrator's office neat and attractive?

9. Does the administrator's office have a congenial and friendly
atmosphere? :

10. Does the administrator communicate per{inent information to
teachers and students?

11, TIs the administrator receptive to new ideas?

_ 12. Is the administrator willing to accept advice and suggestions
' from others? ' '
13. Is the administrator enthusiastic about his work?
14, Does. the administrator ever ridicule or otherwise embarrass
anyone publically? .

Do you find talking with this administrator a positive .
experience? . . .

16. Is the administrator's behavior ethical and prbfessional?

17. Does the administrator appear to be well organized?

.
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